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The Department of Transportation could 
strengthen its management of highway safety 
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sults can be more effective as a resource for 
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The Honorable Norman Y. Mineta, Chairman 
The Honorable James C. Cleveland 
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Subcommittee on Oversight and Review 
Committee on Public Works and 

Transportation 
House of Representatives 

As requested in your April 30, 1979, letter, this 
report discusses the Department of Transportation's high- 
way safety research and development program. It includes 
how the DlPpartment has managed the financial and con- 
tractual aspects of the research program, how it has plan- 
ned the program, and what it has done with the research 
results. We were especially attentive to the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration's program management 
responsibilities. 

We are sending copies to the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation and the Director, Office of Management and Budget. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 





HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT--BETTER 
MANAGEMENT CAN MAKE IT 
MORE USEFUL 

11 I G li S T _- .__ I- "- I- - 

About 50,000 people died in 1979 on our 
Nation's highways. A better managed highway 
safety research program could be a partial 
solution to this significant problem. 

The Congress passed the Highway Safety Act 
of 1966 establishing a national proyram to 
reduce fatalities and to improve highway 
safety programs at all levels of government. 
Since that time, about $380 million in Fed- 
eral highway safety research funds has been 
spent. For the past few years, the National 
Hiyhway Traffic Safety Administration has 
received about $27 million per year, and the 
Federal Highway Administration, $9 million. 

The objective of the research is to desiyn 
and demonstrate safety methods relating 
generally to drivers and pedestrians to help 
State and local governments increase the 
effectiveness of their hiyhway safety pro- 
grams. Bighway safety research is difficult 
and complex because of the many factors in- 
volved-- the major one being unpredictable 
human behavior. 

Highway safety research has rnany financial 
management problems. The research program, 
particularly that portion carried out by the 
Safety Administration, has suffered from 
weak planning and a credibility gap. Many 
of its research results are unsuccessful, and 
there is a lack of knowledge about the use of 
results. Problems also exist in contract 
management. 

mShaet. UPOn removal the report 
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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT ---- 
The Safety Administration has not known 
whether its highway safety research funds 
have been properly used. In fiscal year 
1979, it spent about $3,5 million (13 per- 
cent) of the funds to support State and 
community grant programs and to pay more 
than a fair share of general administration 
expenses. Research funds have been used 
for years to support other activities. 

The Safety Administration's financial manage- 
ment system does not provide readily acces- 
sible summary and detailed information to 
differentiate highway safety research funds 
from other program funds. The Safety Admin- 
istration's lack of adequate funding infor- 
mationhas contributed to its funding similar 
programs under both highway safety research 
and State grants and to using State grant 
funds in highway safety research projects. 
These weaknesses are reflected in the Safety 
Administration's budget presentations to the 
Congress which are confusing, misleading, 
or inaccurate. (See p. 19.) 

,,,,m 
Recommendations 

The Secretary of Transportation should re- 
quire the Administrator, National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration to (1) identify 
highway safety research and other program 
obligations and expenditures so that de- 
tailed and summary information on contract 
and administrative matters is available to 
aid the agency in effectively adminis"tering 
its programs; (2) make clear budget presen- 
tations to provide the Congress with sched- 
ules and narration showing specific areas 
where highway safety funds will be spent, 
including administration; and (3) use high- 
way safety research funds only for that 
program's activities unless specifically 
authorized by the Congress to do otherwise. 

MEETING RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

The Safety Administration's highway safety 
research is intended to provide State and 
local governments with the overall leadership 
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and innovative ideas necessary for success- 
fi ul safety pmgrams. However, States and 
Local governments have little confidence 
in the research because individual projects 
have been poorly planned, promoted, and 
evaluated. 

The Safety Administration has had much dif- 
ficulty in determining what use is made of 
its research results. The use of results 
is unknown partially because the agency does 
not formally evaluate the proyram or the 
individual projects. Lack of evaluation 
diminishes the agency's ability to know 
what is worthwhile and to plan further re- 
search. 

Although the Safety Administration has pro- 
duced usable results, it has also done con- 
siderable research which produced results 
that could not be used by the States or that 
had minimal user acceptance. Potential users 
said that research frequently has been started 
which had little chance of success or has 
taken more time than anticipated to complete. 

'Y!hc Safety Administration has a serious cred- 
ibility gap with the States and the highway 
safety community in general. Researchers and 
users said that they have little input into 
the Safety Administration's planning, they 
know little about the use of research results, 
and projects do not address the most important 
topics. Therefore, the highway safety com- 
munity hesitates to use the results even if 
the research was well done. 

Until recently, the Safety AdminisBtration has 
had no formal planning tool; past plans were 
inadequate because they were derived almost 
exclusively from internal sources without 
periodic review. An improved highway safety 
research plan has been developed which should 
help alleviate some planniny and usaye prob- 
lems that have plagued past programs. How- 
ever, more needs to be done because in de- 
veloping the plan, the Safety Administration 
did not 
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--request suggestions from the highway 
safety community before drafting the plan 
(see p. 37); 

--analyze what research had been done, what 
had succeeded, and what had failed (see 
Pa 33); 

--establish research priorities acceptable 
to the highway safety community which is 
expected to use the research (see p. 35); 
and 

--include two other programs which use about 
15 percent of hiyhway safety research 
funds (see p. 39). 

Additional factors which influence the effec- 
tiveness of the Safety Administration's pro- 
gram are 

--confusion between its two research of- 
fices as to their responsibilities (see 
PI?* 25 to 28) and 

--its inability to remain aware of indi- 
vidual State research proyrams and State 
Federal-grant programs (see p. 28). 

The Federal Hiyhway Administration and the 
National Cooperative Highway Research Pro- 
gram have successful planniny processes 
which could be used as a guide for planning. 
(See p. 39.) 

Recommendations 

The Secretary of Transportation should direct 
the Administrator, National Hiyhway Traffic 
Safety Administration, to: 

--Define the responsibilities of the agency's 
two offices which are performing research, 
establish who will have overall responsi- 
bility for the highway safety research 
program, and delegate authority to carry 
that work out accordingly. 

--Consistently use internal and external input 
in its formal planning process to (1) com- 
pile and analyze available research in each 
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program area, (2) set priorities for 
countermeasures and projects which will 
be most beneficial to users, and (3) 
incorporate all highway safety research 
activities. 

--Use the successful planning processes of 
other highway safety research groups as a 
guide for its planniny. (See p. 42.) 

--Formally evaluate successful and unsuccess- 
ful research and determine what uses have 
been nade of the results. (See p. 53.) 

--Make available to the highway safety com- 
munity research results and closely monitor 
contracts so that usable results can be de- 
veloped with fewer delays. (See p. 53.) 

CONTRACT PlANAGEFIENT 

The Safety Administration's present highway 
safety research program contract management 
practices have resulted in unmet time sched- 
11les, added costs, and a general lack of 
continuity in many contracts. 

Over 70 percent of GAO's sample of highway 
safety research contracts were extensively 
modified, which resulted in extending com- 
pletion dates and increasing contract costs. 
Over 67 percent of the contracts in GAO'S 
sample were modified to add work or to change 
or continue previous work, increasing the 
research cost by as much as $750,000 and 
changing the scope. Gee PP. 55 to 59.) 

Other areas of contract management also 
need improvement: 

--About 60 percent of highway safety re- 
search contracts are awarded in the last 
month of the fiscal year, increasing con- 
tractiny costs in terms of overtime and 
adversely affecting contractors' planning 
cycles. The Safety Administration has 
tried unsuccessfully to spread contractiny 
throughout the year. (See p. 59.) 
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--The Safety Administration could not provide 
GAO with an up-to-date, accurate list of high- 
way safety research contracts. (See p. 60.) 

--Contract technical manager turnovers of up 
to 54 percent result in less continuity 
and contract delays. (See p. 63.) 

Recommendations -- 

The Secretary of Transportation should direct 
the Safety Administrator to initiate a sys- 
tem of contract design and monitoring that 
will reduce modifications and award contracts 
throughout the year. Also, the Safety Admin- 
istrator should maintain accurate contract 
lists and take steps to reduce unnecessary 
contract technical manager turnovers. 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

GAO made a limited review of the Federal High- 
way Administration's highway safety research 
program and found fewer problems than in the 
Safety Administration. However, annual obli- 
gations for all highway safety research con- 
tracts need to be accurately identified. 
The Federal Highway Administration also needs 
a formal process of evaluating research re- 
sults. (See pp. 21 and 53.) 

GAO is making recommendations designed to 
overcome these problems. (See pp. 22 and 
53.) 

AGENCY COMMENTS -- 

In commenting on the draft report, the be- 
partment of Transportation did not concur in 
the majority of GAO's findings and conclu- 
sions. It said that GAO had reached faulty 
conclusions based on limited information, 
and it recommended that GAO carefully review 
and consider the facts and the Department's 
comments before writing the final report. 

GAO believes its conclusions are not faulty 
nor are they based on limited information. 
GAO has based its conclusions and recommenda- 
tions on comprehensive audit work, including 
a review of over 100 research and demonstration 
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contracts, extensive interviews with State 
officials and private contractors from 
eight States, and information obtained from 
the Safety Administration. GAO has carefully 
considered and evaluated each comment in the 
Department's 56 payes of summary and detailed 
comments on the draft report. The Depart- 
ment's summary comments, along with GAO's 
evaluation, are located at the end of each 
chapter. 

GAO's recommendations are intended to improve 
the operation of the highway safety research 
program, particularly in dealing with the 
research community and should be viewed ac- 
cordingly by the Department. 

Because of the volume of the Department's 
comments, which deal exclusively with the 
Safety Administration and are silent on the 
Federal Highway Administration, these com- 
ments and GAO's evaluation have been pub- 
lished as a supplement (CED-80-87A) to this 
report. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

"In 1966 when the Highway Safety Act was 
passed, just over 50,000 people died on our 
nation's highways. Last year after 12 years 
and hundreds of millions of dollars of Fed- 
eral aid to the cause, just over 50,000 still 
died." 

The Administrator of the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) made this statement in Sep- 
tember I.979 to illustrate the necessity for effective high- 
way safety programs across this Nation. She further stated 
tElat the fatality rate had declined between 1966 (5.48 
fatalities per 100 million miles traveled) and 1978 (3.27 
iatalities). However, the rate hit a low point in 1976 
(3.23 fatalities), and NHTSA sources showed an increase to 
3.33 fatalities in 1979. The bottom line, she said, is 
that "we're losing lives," 

On April 30, 1979, the House Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, Subcommittee on Oversight and Review, 
asked us to review hiyhway safety research and development 
which has been or is being conducted by NHTSA and the Fed- 
eral Hiyhway Administration (FHtJA) under the Hiyhway Safety 
act of 1966. The proyram is commonly referred to as the 
section 403 program. NHTSA is responsible for most of this 
work. The subcommittee asked us to determine how research 
ard development funds are spent and to be especially atten- 
tive to NHTSA management to determine if NHTSA research can 
be improved and the use of research results increased. This 
report addresses these and other areas concerned with high- 
way safiety research and development. 

HIGHWAY SAFETY LEGISLATION __._--"l--.-l_-.- 

The Highway Safety Act of 1966, SlOl, 23 U.S.C. §401, 
~5 !;cq. (1966) (amended 1973), established a national proyram 
designed to reduce motor vehicle accidents, injuries, and 
iatalities and to improve highway safety programs at Federal, 
State, and local levels. Section 403 (23 U.S.C. 403) author- 
izes the Secretary to carry out hiyhway safety research, 
development, and demonstrations to help increase the effec- 
tiveness of State and local safety programs. It was also 
intended to provide new methods and techniques, and to be a 
catalyst to upgrade State highway safety programs. About 
$380 million has been appropriated for research since 1967-- 
about $35 million of which was in fiscal year 1979. The 
research can be done in-house, with other branches of the 
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Government or State or local agencies, or contracted with 
other organizations or persons. Private contractors (profit 
and nonprofit) and State and local government agencies carry 
out most section 403 research, development, and demonstra- 
tions. 

Section 402 (23 U.S.C. 402) requires States to establish 
highway safety programs in accordance with uniform highway 
safety standards issued by the Secretary of Transportation. 
Federal grants ($200 million in fiscal year 1979) were to 
help States conduct programs, such as the following. 

--Controlling the drinking driver through development 
of comprehensive, coordinated alcohol safety pro- 
grams. 

--Increasing the intensity of traffic law enforcement 
generally. 

--Developing improved licensing and testing procedures 
for motorcycle operators. 

--Improving the quality and availability of emergency 
medical services, particularly in rural jurisdic- 
tions. 

--Fostering development of community pedestrian and 
bicycle safety programs. 

--Encouraging the use of occupant restraints and child 
passenger protection. 

--Improving the content and quality of accident data 
required for accident analysis at the State and 
national levels. 

--Strengthening program management capabilities, par- 
ticularly in the areas of data analysis, problem 
identification, and evaluation, at all levels of 
government. 

The table on the next page shows the 18 highway safety pro- 
gram standards which are the foundation for improving and 
expanding traffic safety programs. 
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Standard 
number 

1 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

la 

Highway Safety Program Standards 

Periodic Motor Vehicle 
Inspection 

14otor Vehicle Reyistration 

Motorcycle Safety 

Driver Education 

Driver Licensing 

Codes and Laws 

Traffic Courts 

Alcohol in Relation to 
Highway Safety 

Identification and 
Surveillance of 
Accident Locations 

Traffic Records 

Emergency Iledical Services 

Hiyhway Design, Construc- 
tion and Maintenance 

Administered Date 
by (note a) issued 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

FHWA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

NHTSA 6-27-67 

FHWA 6-27-67 

6-27-67 

ll- 2-68 

ll- 2-68 

Traffic Enyineeriny Services FHWA 

Pedestrian Safety NHTSA-FHlJA 

Police Traffic Services NHTSA 

Debris Hazard Control 
and Cleanup NHTSA 

Pupil Transportation Safety NHTSA 

Accident Investigation 
and Reporting NHTSA 

ll- 2-68 

5- 2-72 

5- a-72 

a/NHTSA administers the 14 standards related to drivers and - 
vehicles and FHWA, the 3 related to highways. Both 
jointly administer the only standard (Pedestrian Safety) 
related to each of their areas. 
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Generally NHTSA has been assigned research and 
development responsibility for all highway safety program 
standards, as listed on the preceding page, except those 
dealing with the roadway* which are FHWA’s responsibility. 
The agencies have also used their funds, as authorized by 
section 403, for 

--training and education of highway safety personnel, 

--research fellowships in highway safety, 

--development of improved accident investigation 
procedures, 

--emergency service plans, 

--demonstration projects, and 

--other related activities which would promote 
section 403 purposes. 

In general, sectian 403 was not to include research, de- 
velopment, or demonstrations related directly to the safety 
of motor vehicles because this research comes under the 
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966, 
51, 15 U.S.C. 51381, et seq. (1966). 

ORGANIZATION FOR RESEARCH 

To carry out its responsibilities under section 403, 
NHTSA has two Associate Administrators. The responsibility 
of the Associate Administrator for Research and Development 
(Office of Research) is to conduct research and development 
to support all NHTSA programs, not just section 403. However, 
the Office of Research division that deals with driver and 
pedestrian safety is responsible for conducting all NHTSA 
section403 research, except for collection and analysis 
of most statistical data. Another division, the National 
Center for Statistics and Analysis, collects and analyzes 
statistical data for activities under both section 403 and 
the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966. 

The Associate Administrator for Traffic Safety Programs 
(Office of Traffic Safety Programs) is responsible for using 
section-403-type research results to demonstrate the effec- 
tiveness of new highway safety techniques and countermeasures 
in operational environments and for achieving widespread 
acceptance and adoption of these new techniques and counter- 
measures. This Office is also responsible for section 402 
activities including administering the State and community 
grant program and assisting State highway safety programs. 
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Appendix I is an organization chart showing NHTSA's section- 
403-related activities. 

FHCJA has an Office of Research and Development which 
is responsible for all its research, development, and inple- 
mentation, including section 403 activities. 

DIE'FICULTIES IN PERFORMING HIGHWAY .---.-_- 
SAFETY RESEARCH _.I I-- "-1 

Research and development of highway safety is complex 
and difficult. Unpredictable human behavior, which contrib- 
utes to an estimated 90 percent of highway accidents, makes 
it difficult to identify problems or develop effective 
countermeasures. The complexities can be seen by examininy 
accident analysis research factors, such as driver behavior, 
vehicle condition, and roadway conditions. Researchers 
must somellow categorize and/or quantify causes of accidents 
to develop information useful in preventiny them, even though 
an accident is almost always due to more than one factor. 

Questions which must be answered concerniny the causes 
of accidents include: 

--What was the condition of the road? 

--Was the driver distracted? 

--\Jhat was the driver's condition; was alcohol in- 
volved? 

--Was the driver speeding? 

--What was tile weather--rain, sunglare? 

--Was the vehicle defective? 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

The House subcommittee asked us to review areas of the 
section 403 program itlvolviny allocation of funds, contract- 
ing procedures, program planning and administration, and use 
ofI research results. We determined specific questions to 
ask and potential problems to review by (1) talkiny further 
with the subcommittee, (2) attending the national section 
403 conference attended by safety research experts from 
across the !Jation and hosted by the Transportation Research 
Board, (3) visitiny two prominent research contractors, and 
(4) inturvicwiny NHTSA and FHWA officials. Me also reviewed 
the Department of Transportation's Office of Inspector 
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General's June 19'79 audit report of the NHTSA traffic safety 
researcli, development, and demonstration program. 

To obtain information concerning various contractiny 
procedures, we selected a sample of section 403 contracts 
from lists provided by NHTSA and FHWA officials, keeping 
in view that NHTSA administered the major portion of the 
program and that the subcommittee was primarily interested 
in that portion. Based on time constraints, we could re- 
view between loo-150 contracts. Therefore, we selected 128 
contracts from NHTSA's lists and 34 from FHWA's. Because 
many selected contracts had been completed and closed and 
the files sent to storage, the sample was narrowed to 94 
(about 25 percent) NHTSA contracts. We narrowed the FHWA 
sample to 20 contracts (about 7 percent). Althouyh this 
was not a statistical sample, we tried to include both re- 
search and demonstration contracts covering various highway 
safety program standards and funding levels. 

From this sample we selected contractors to visit 
based on number and type of contracts, dollar amounts, and 
geoyraphical locations. We visited some NHTSA regional 
offices, State officials, and additional private contractors 
because of their close geographical proximity to the contrac- 
tors chosen from the sample. We visited NHTSA regional 
offices and interviewed State officials and/or private con- 
tractors in California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
New York, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. We have 
not identified private contractors in this report because 
we obtained information with the understanding that their 
identities would not be disclosed. Audit work was also con- 
ducted at FHWA and NHTSA headquarters in Washington, D.C. 

HANDLING AGENCY COMMENTS 

The Department of Transportation commented on a draft 
of this report in an April 18, 1980, letter. (See app. II.) 
The Department did not concur in the majority of the findinys 
and conclusions in our draft, stating that we had reached 
faulty conclusions based bn limited information. It recom- 
mended that we carefully review and consider the facts and 
its comments before writing the final report. 

The Department provided us with 56 pages of comments. 
The tenor of the Department's comments was argumentative, 
and the Department was not receptive to most of our sugges- 
tions. Many of the Department's comments were irrelevant 
because they addressed subjects not related to our report 
and avoided the issues being discussed. The Department did 
not provide new or additional information that warranted 
changing our conclusions and recommendations. 
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The Department's comments did not acknowledge the 
reason for this report --the subcommittee's concern about 
the highway safety research program. This report addresses 
these concerns by identifying and presenting financial 
management problems, discussing research planning improve- 
ments and weaknesses, reporting the lack of knowledge con- 
cerning research results, and showing improvements needed in 
contract management, 

We have responded to the Department's 56 pages of sum- 
mary and detailed comments by evaluating 

-- its summary comments at the end of each chapter in 
this report and 

--its entire comments in a separate supplement 
(CED-80-87A) to this report. 

Any changes to the draft report which were due to 
Department comments are incorporated in this final report 
and are noted in our comments in the report supplement. 
Other minor changes were made to the draft report during 
our own internal review process. 



CHAPTER 2 

HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH HAS MANY -- 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS - 

Financial management of the NHTSA highway safety 
research (sec. 403) program needs to be improved. We had 
considerable difficulty obtaining NHTSA's financial infor- 
mation. The records do not readily disclose the amounts 
spent on research and administration activities. Some 
financial documents were not accurate or clear. Since 1971, 
NHTSA has used section 403 funds to support other programs, 
and we estimate that in fiscal year 1979 at least 13 per- 
cent of section 403 funds were used for that purpose. Be- 
cause of NHTSA'S financial management problems, the Congress 
cannot determine if funds appropriated have been spent for 
the purposes intended. 

MANAGEMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS ---- 
NEEDS TO BE IMPROVED 

The allocation of section 403 funds for NHTSA's general 
administration was outdated and overstated. Also, section 
403 funds have been used to support other programs and to 
support the administration of the State and community grant 
program (sec. 402), which has its own funds for such pur- 
poses. As a result, NHTSA, and in turn the Congress, has 
not known how much it costs to administer the highway safety 
research program. NHTSA's section 403 research funds for 
administrative and program activities are allotted from a 
single source to several NHTSA organizations. This prac- 
tice seems to contribute to the problem. 

Section 403 administrative funding 

NHTSA uses its section 403 appropriation both for high- 
way safety research and for administrative and support costs. 
In general, NHTSA divides its section 403 funds between gen- 
eral administration, the Office of Research, and the Office 
of Traffic Safety Programs. On the other hand, FHWA uses 
its section 403 appropriation entirely for research and de- 
velopment contracts and pays administrative and support 
costs from its general operating expense appropriation. 

The following schedule shows the breakdown of section 
403 funds for the two agencies. 
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jection 403 Research and Development 

Allotments to operating groups Appropriations 

NHTSA 
Office of 

NHTSA NHTSA Traffic 
Fiscal general Office of Safety NIITSA FHWA Sec. 403 

YZ?.r- administration Research Programs total -_-.- total total 

--------------------------(OOO o~~itted)-------------------------- 

1'367 (Breakdown not possible till 
fiscal year 1970.1 a/S 4.300 - S 4,300 

1968 
1969 
1970 s 1,097 
1971 1,906 
1Y72 2,223 
1973 2,798 
1974 3,584 
1975 3,554 
1976 3,481 
1976TQ 760 
1977 4,702 
1978 5,495 
1979 6,231 

Total $35,831 

$ 4,750 s 4,153 
5,967 9,127 
6,518 29,884 
8,489 32,898 
8,528 27,320 

10,839 13,717 
10,275 15,228 

2,405 3,155 
10,629 11,750 
10,114 11,191 
10,266 9,838 

d a/7;300 
$10,600 

$10,000 
17,000 
38,625 $ 
44,185 
39,432 
28,110 
28,984 

6,320 
27,081 
26,800 
26,335 

2,100 
8,400 
7,500 
8,700 
9,000 
2,250 
9,000 
9,000 
9,000 

7;300 
10,600 
10,000 
17,000 
40,725 
52,585 
46,932 
36,810 
37,984 

8,570 
36,081 
35,800 
35,335 

#tlTSA was part of 
was not available 

$88,780 $168,261 $315,072 $64,950 

FWA until 1970, and detailed breakdown of 
for prior years. 

$380,022 

funds 

As shown in this schedule, section 403 funds are used 
for NHTSA's general administration, which includes salaries 
and other support costs of offices not directly involved in 
the section 403 contract program. Office of Research and 
Office of Traffic Safety Programs funds are ‘used for both 
research contracts and administrative (salaries/support) 
costs for those two offices. 

NHTSA is authorized to spend section 403 funds in three 
administrative areas: (1) its general administration, (2) 
Office of Research salaries and supporting expenses, and 
(3) Office of Traffic Safety Programs salaries and support- 
ing expenses. 



NHTYA's administrative costs for its section 403 
program have steadily increased and in fiscal year 1979 
were proportionately higher than FHWA's. In fiscal year 
1971, about 23 percent ($3.9 million) of NHTSA's total 
section 403 funds were used for the three areas of admin- 
istrative costs; the rest were spent for research con- 
tracts. These administrative costs for fiscal year 1979 
were about 45 percent ($12 million). FHWA officials 
estimated that their administrative costs related to FHWA's 
total section 403 funds for fiscal year 1979 were $2.8 mil- 
lion (about 24 percent of FHWA's total costs relating to 
section 403 activities). 

Section 403 funds are used to administer 
section 402 program 

NHTSA uses section 403 funds to subsidize administra- 
tive costs of the section 402 State yrant proyram even 
though the 1966 Highway Safety Act authorizes a deduction 
not to exceed 5 percent in grant funds for administration. 
NHTSA has never used that maximum deduction. (Only 3.7 
percent is requested for fiscal year 1981.) From fiscal 
years 1974 to 1979, NHTSA did not request any increase in 
administrative funds for the section 402 proyram but sub- 
sidized that program with 403 funds. Based on NHTSA 
estimates, the combined section 402 and 403 funds used for 
administration have not exceeded the S-percent maximum 
reduction. However, because the use of section 403 funds 
was not reported as section 402 subsidy, it appears on the 
surface that NHTSA was using far less to administer the 
section 402 program than was actually used. In fact, NHTSA 
was spending more for administration than the Congress was 
apparently aware of, as shown in the schedule on the next 
page- The estimated figures were provided by NHTSA. 
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Fiscal 
years 

Estimated 
Estimated other funds 

Estimated Actual sec. 403 used to 
sec. 402 sec. 402 funds used support 

administra- funds to support sec. 402 
tive costs appropriated sec. 402 (note a) 

----------------(O()() omitted)----------------- 

1971 $3,591 
1972 4,655 
1973 5,362 
1974 6,087 
1975 lb) 
1976 5,868 
1977 6,362 
1978 6,722 
1979 7,090 

Section 402 State and Community 
Highway Safety Administrative Expenses 

$2,900 $ 276 $ 415 
3,300 542 813 
3,300 825 1,237 
3,300 1,504 1,283 
3,300 (b) (b) 
3,300 2,020 548 
3,300 2,481 581 
3,300 2,772 650 
4,904 1,496 690 

a/Other funds include those provided by the Traffic and 
Motor Vehicle Safety Act and the Motor Vehicle Informa- 
tion and Cost Savings Act. 

b/Data was not available from the NHTSA budget office. 

NIITSA budyet officials said the fiscal year 1979 fig- 
ures are the most accurate because they are based on obli- 
gations for that year. They said fiscal years 1976-78 
figures are fairly accurate and that fiscal years 1971-74 
figures are not as refined as the later data. The most 
reliable data, 1976 through 1979, shows that NHTSA spent 
about $8.8 million, or 7.4 percent of its section 403 appro- 
priation, to subsidize section 402 activities. In addition, 
during this same period, about $2.5 million in other funds 
was used to subsidize the section 402 activities. 

NHTSA's Office of Traffic Safety Programs administers 
the section 402 program and part of the section 403 program. 
Some Traffic Safety Programs personnel work with both pro- 
grams and have not been required to account for the time 
spent on each. NIITSA officials said they did not believe 
it practical to ask employees to account for their time in 
this manner but have recently developed a limited work- 
sample method of accounting. However, other Federal agen- 
cies make more detailed accounting of time. 

In its 1973 budget submission to the Congress, NHTSA 
asked for an increase in administrative funds for the 
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section 402 program. The Congress stated that the request 
was inadequate and that if future requests were made, they 
should be justified in detail. NHTSA did not ask for addi- 
tional funding again until fiscal year 1979 when $1.6 mil- 
lion was requested and approved; however, NHTSA continued 
to maintain a steady increase in administrative spending and 
used both section 403 and other funds to support this spend- 
ing. NHTSA officials told us that since the Congress had 
not directed a reduction in the proyram's level of staffing, 
it did not disapprove of using section 403 funds for adrnin- 
istering the section 402 program. In April 1979 the NHTSA 
Associate Administrator for Administration stated in a let- 
ter to the Department of Transportation's Inspector General 
concerning the allocation of sections 402 and 403 adminis- 
trative funds: 

"This matter was discussed with the clerk of the 
House Subcommittee who informed us that the Sub- 
committee had no objection to continuing to 
finance this sum [A/] from the Traffic and Hiyhway 
Safety Appropriation. We also learned that the 
chairman's feeling was that we had not suffi- 
ciently advanced our case to justify using part 
of the total requested increase for FY 1973 for 
Federal Administration rather than having it 
allocated to the States for basic grants. From 
the action of the House, which was sustained by 
the Senate, it is apparent that funding for admin- 
istrative expense of the 402 Program was being 
provided from two sources with Congressional 
sanction. 

"We have discussed the matter recently with our 
Chief Counsel who has concluded that the enabling 
legislation is unclear as to whether the 5 per- 
cent authorized draw down must be exhausted prior 
to usiny other funds. He further states that 
given the lack of clarity, he believes it is 
legal to use other funds if we believe that the 
overall purpose of the legislation is being 
carried out." 

NHTSA did not acknowledge the use of section 403 funds 
for the 402 program in its budget submissions. In fiscal 
year 1979 it asked for and received an increase of $1.6 mil- 
lion for section 402 administration. In fiscal year 1980 
NHTSA asked for an increase of another $1 million, but budget 

l-/The $1 million increase for section 402 administrative 
costs in 1973. 
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officials told us that even this amount will not be enouyh 
to cover section 402 administrative expenses. 

The NHTSA Administrator told a subcommittee of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee in April 1979 that an esti- 
mated additional $1 million in fiscal year 1981 would take 
care of all section 402 administrative costs; however, the 
fiscal year 1981 budget actually shows a $1.9 million in- 
crease above the 1980 request. NHTSA commented that this 
increase in the estimate was due to increased pay costs 
and a refinement in the methodology for identifying section 
402 administrative costs. 

Section 403 funds are used to pay yeneral 
administrative costs attributable to 
other acts 

In fiscal year 1979 NHTSA's general administrative 
expenses were about $15 million. These expenses were funded 
from two sources-- about 40 percent from section 403 of the 
Highway Safety Act and 60 percent jointly from the National 
Traffic and I4otor Vehicle Safety Act and the r4otor Vehicle 
Illformation and Cost Savinys Act. Budget officials said 
section 403's share of general administrative expenses was 
based on a detailed study performed by NHTSA's Office of 
Budget in the early 1970s; however, they could not find the 
study. 

Since the early 197Os, NHTSA has alternately stressed 
section 403 demonstrations, motor vehicle rulemaking, com- 
pliance with Federal laws, and research and development for 
both motor vehicle and highway safety. Also during this 
time, reorganizations have taken place in the ayency, gen- 
eral administrative expenses for operations and research 
have almost doubled, and funding levels have fluctuated. 

Because of these chanyes and the fact that the basis- 
for the allocation percentage was not available, we recom- 
mended in a September 20, 1979, letter to the Administrator 
that NHTSA determine and document section 403's fair share 
of general administrative expenses to assure that the share 
is equitably based on activities which it supports. 

The Administrator responded in November 1979 that sec- 
tion 403 was paying more than its fair share of general 
administrative expenses and proposed new allocation percent- 
ages. According to NHTSA figures and as shown in the fol- 
lowing schedule, if the proposed percentages had been used 
in fiscal year 1979, NHTSA would have had about $2.6 million 
more section 403 funds available for section 403 activities. 
Instead, about $2 million was used, in effect, to support 
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Information and Cost Savings activities and about $600,000 
for Motor Vehicle Safety activities. 

National Traffic llotor Vehicle 
and Motor Ve- 

hicle Safety Act 
Information and 
Cost Savings AC; 

FY 79 
Percent funding 

Present 
allocation 51.8 $7,937,314 

Proposed 
allocation 55.5 -.-.- a,504,265 

Difference 
between 
present and 
proposed 3.7 $ 566,951 

FY 79 FY 79 
Percent fundinq Percent f undirx 

4.9 $ 750,827 43.3 $6,634,859 

la.2 -- 2,7aa,786 ___ 26.3 4,029,949 

13.3 $2,037,959 17.0 $2,604,910 

Highway Safety 
Research and 

DeveloplL\ent 
(sec. 403) _ 

The Administrator said that this information will.be 
monitored annually to ensure that the appropriate allocation 
continues. NHTSA also stated that the updated methodology 
was used in formulating the 1981 budget request and the re- 
quest reflects the new methodology. We agree that the in- 
formation should be monitored annually, including a review 
of the methods used to determine the allocation for appli- 
cability. 

Allocating section 403 funds among overall NHTSA admin- 
istration and the two NHTSA offices' contract programs and 
administration contributes to problems of properly using 
these funds, as discussed below. It might be helpful if all 
NHTSA administrative and support costs were paid from an 
NHTSA general operating expense appropriation, much the way 
these costs are paid by FHWA. However, if this were done, 
the budget and accounting structure would still need to re- 
late administrative costs to the program being supported. 
Also, if this change were made, the Congress would have a 
better idea of how much NHTSA spent on administration in 
particular. 
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RESEARCH PROJECTS AND CONTRACTS 
ARE NOT READILY IDENTIFIED ----~ 

NHTSA's section 403 financial management system does 
not provide readily accessible information. Thus, NHTSA has 
difficulty in ascertaining that section 403 funds are used 
for section 403 activities. In fact, section 403 and section 
402 funds are used for the same projects and types of 
projects, even though this practice is not authorized. 

All NHTSA proyrams are funded from two appropriations. 
The Operations and Research appropriation provides funding 
for the section 403 program and also for programs under the 
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act, 15 U.S.C. 
sl381 (1966), and the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost 
Savings Act, 15 U.S.C. 51901 (1972). The State and Com- 
munity Highway Safety appropriation (Liquidation of Contract 
Authority) provides section 402 grants to States. Since all 
these programs and acts are interrelated, it is necessary 
that NHTSA's financial management system be able to separate 
expenses under the proper appropriations. In general, NHTSA 
is able to account for total section 403 funds, but its 
Office of Finance does not separate individual section 403 
obligations and expenditures from other programs. 

NHTSA identifies specific research and development 
projects and contracts by assigning codes to each. However, 
when we began this review, NHTSA could not give us a list of 
section 403 projects. We had to compile a list of about 100 
codes which identified section 403 projects since 1975. The 
list was compiled from documents supplied by the operating 
groups and the Offices of Finance and Budget. This list was 
given to the Office of Finance to obtain a universe of sec- 
tion 403 contracts and financial information. Finance offi- 
cials said they had never been asked for such information 
before and had felt no need for it. One official said that 
they could make changes which would enable identification 
of each contract as a section 403 activity, a Traffic and 
Motor Vehicle Safety activity, or any other NHTSA program. 
fle said that this chanye would provide ready access to finan- 
cial data-- obligations and expenditures--for individual sec- 
tion 403 contracts, proyrams, and categories, as well as for 
the total program. We believe that such identification 
could enable NHTSA to more accurately separate expenditures 
under the proper appropriations. However, NHTSA has no plans 
for making such changes. 

In the National Center for Statistics and Analysis, 
section 403 funds are not identified by project because 
these funds and Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act funds 
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are used to do research and compile statistics common to 
both programs. 

NHTSA cannot properly administer section 403 funds 
until it can readily identify section 403 obligations, 
expenditures, projects, and contracts. 

Section 402 and 403 funds are used for the 
same pro7ects and types of projects 

Section 403 research is intended to provide new methods 
and techniques and to act as a catalyst for the section 402 
State grant program. Sometimes when NHTSA contracts with 
a State for a section 403 project, it encourages the State 
to use section 402 funds when State contributions to the 
project are necessary. Also, in some instances States use 
section 402 funds for State-initiated section-403-type 
projects. 

Section 402(g) (23 U.S.C.) states that 

"Nothing in this section authorizes the appropri- 
ation or expenditure of funds for * * * any purpose 
for which funds are authorized by section 403 
of this title." 

House Report Number 1700, 89th Cong., 2d Sess. 22 (1966), 
on the bill ultimately enacted as the 1966 statute stated, 
with respect to the section 402(g) prohibition, that 

'* * * the bill as reported prohibits the use 
of the funds appropriated to cover section 
402 programs * * * for research, which is ade- 
quately covered under section 403 * * *." 

In our opinion, if, in the words of the House report, a 
project can reasonably be considered a "research" as opposed 
to an "action" project, it should be funded under section 
403. 

With regard to activities susceptible to being described 
as either section 402 or section 403 projects, a choice 
should be made for funding exclusively under one or the other 
section. The following examples, showing projects where 
such a decision has not been made, are based on information 
from NHTSA, State, and contract officials and files. The 
first three examples show similar section 402/403 projects, 
and the last two show section 403 projects which contain 
section 402 grant funds. 
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--The city of Denver, Colorado, was granted about 
$500,000 for a section 402 pedestrian safety grant. 
Dade County, Florida, is running a similar program 
under a $950,000 section 403 contract. Both programs 
include working with elementary schools at kindergar- 
ten to third grade levels; both have a public infor- 
mation and education program; both emphasize enforce- 
ment of pedestrian-related ordinances; both use the 
NHTSA-developed anti-dart-out training program to some 
degree. Both programs use slogans and mascots; for 
example, Denver has an owl called Wise Walker and 
Dade County, a whistle called Willy Whistle. 

--In 1979 the California Department of Justice finished 
a l-1/2 year, $80,000 study financed by section 402 
funds to study one method of detecting marihuana in 
the blood. Earlier, NHTSA had spent about $161,000 
of section 403 funds at the University of Missouri 
to test another method for detecting marihuana in 
body fluids. 

M m  -North Carolina developed a motorcycle operator skill 
test using section 402 funds. The test was demonstra- 
ted throughout the State in September 1977; it could 
be set up in a small area. Also, in September 1977 
NHTSA awarded a contract from section 403 funds for 
about $82,000 to redesign a large-scale motorcycle 
skill test that could be conducted in small areas 
such as parking lots or school yards. 

--NHTSA officials told New York State officials to use 
up to $450,000 of section 402 funds for State support 
of an approximate $1.3 million section 403 contract 
to evaluate the operational feasibility of pinpoint- 
ing accident locations and police and rescue vehicles. 

--NHTSA has a section 403 contract for about $2 million 
with the County of Sacramento, California--a compre- 
hensive project entitled "Driving Under the Influence 
Treatment Project." It expects to determine how well 
various alcohol treatment programs work for persons 
convicted of driving under the influence. It began 
in 1977 and is expected to be completed in 1982. 
While the county uses the section 403 funds for gen- 
eral program operations and for evaluations, the 
county project director told us it has also spent 
$195,063 of section 402 funds to pay probation depart- 
ment clerks who assign convicted drivers to a treat- 
ment group or a control group. NHTSA commented that 
the section 402 money was used to expand a monitoring 
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system which applied to the entire alcohol treatment 
proyram. 

PROBLEMS EXIST IN IDENTIFYING SECTION 403 --- 
FUNDS USED BY THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR _--"- 
STATISTICS AND ANALYSIS _".".-.--. -*- 

NHTSA's National Center for Statistics and Analysis is 
administered by the Office of Research and Development. 
The Center supports projects in both motor vehicle and high- 
way safety research and development. Some Center projects 
are primarily related to one or the other of these safety 
areas while other projects relate to both. Funds from the 
two safety programs are pooled for use in the Center's proj- 
eCtS, and no effort had been made to identify which safety 
proyram should be funding specific Center projects. NHTSA's 
Office of Budget determined that section 403's share of the 
Center's project costs was about 40 percent, based on a com- 
parison of hiyhway safety research (sec. 403) and motor ve- 
hicle safety annual appropriations. However, no documenta- 
tion existed to show that 40 percent was fair and reasonable 
for the Center's section 403 activities. Therefore, we rec- 
ommended in a September 20, 1979, letter that the Adminis- 
trator formulate a method to determine the Center's appro- 
priate share of section 403 funds. 

The Administrator responded in November 1979 that NHTSA 
had analyzed the Center's funding as we had recommended. 
The analysis indicated that 53 percent of the Center's oper- 
ations costs should be assigned to the National Traffic and 
Motor Vehicle Safety Act and that 47 percent should be 
assigned to section 403 of the Highway Safety Act, as com- 
pared with the present allocation of 60 percent and 40 per- 
cent, respectively. The analysis also disclosed that the 
Center's efforts dedicated to programs authorized under the 
Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act were negli- 
gible and thus no costs should be assigned to this legisla- 1 
tion. 

If the results of this analysis were applied to fiscal 
year 1979, the section 403 portion would have been about 
$600,000 more than was actually charyed to the proyram. 

The Administrator said that this information will be 
monitored annually to ensure that the appropriate allocation 
continues. She also stated that the updated methodology was 
used in formulation of the 1981 budyet request. We agree 
that the section 403 funds for the Center should be closely 
monitored to ensure that (1) the determined allocations are 
changed when tne proyram emphasis chanyes and (2) section 
403 funds are not used for other expenses. 
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TRAVEL FUNDS ARE NOT BROKEN._PUT FOR -.,, --- --_-.--.---- 
SECTION 403 "" 1-~."1." -" -111 II ""-"--- 

NtITSA is not accurately determininy the amount of travel 
funds used in the section 403 program. The financial manaye- 
merit system specifies codes to be used on travel vouchers 
for idcntifyiny travel costs with individual proyrams. The 
code for the section 403 proyram is entitled "403 Contract 
Implernelltation and Evaluation." However, some NNTSA offi- 
cials use this code for other purposes. 

When we tried to determine how much NHTSA is spending 
for section 403 travel, we found the followiny confusion 
about the use of codes: 

--Financial management officials believed the section 
403 travel code was beiny used by operating groups 
to account for travel funded by the section 403 
proyram in accordance with the financial management 
system. 

--One research and development operatiny group official 
.)~!lI.eved the code was beiny used to account for sec- 
tion 403 travel, and others thought that the code 
related to any trips for conferences, training, or 
contractor visits, which would not necessarily be 
section 403 related. 

--Budyet officials said they did not use the system 
codes for travel and could not break out section 403 
travel. 

Althouyh an accounting system exists for section 403 
travel, NHTSA officials do not follow it. 

NllTSA BUDGET PRESENTATIONS ARE CONFUSING -__---_-_-~_-~ 

In order for the Conyress to know how funds are to be 
Spent, budget presentations must be accurate and clear. We 
found that NHTSA does not present its budyet in a manner 
that defines exactly how section 403 funds are used. Many 
areas in NIITSA budget presentations a're confusing, rnislead- 
iny, or inaccurate. The followiny are examples of such 
areas. 

--The 1980 budget identifies 80 staff positions in the 
Office of Traffic Safety Programs funded at a cost of 
$3.8 million from that Office's section 403 adminis- 
trative allocation. However, officials can identify 
only 69 positions actually supported by the $3.8 
million. The budyet presentation shows 11 other 
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positions in the Office, but budget officials stated 
that these are actually supported from the NHTSA gen- 
eral administration allocation. To add to the con- 
fusion, the $3.8 million not only supports section 
403 administrative expenses but also subsidizes sec- 
tion 402 administrative expenses, as explained 
earlier in this chapter. 

--NHTSA requested an increase of $1 million for sec- 
tion 402 fiscal year 1980 administrative costs. 
Parts of the budget presentation show this increase 
and others do not. In fact, one schedule for the 
Office of Traffic Safety Programs states that the 
section 402 administrative cost "totals for FY 1979 
and FY 1980 are the same." 

--The fiscal years 1978, 1979, and 1980 section 403 
budgets for Office of Traffic Safety Programs sala- 
ries and supporting expenses showed the following. 

Budget request at Adjusted requirement 
beginning of year at end of year 

FY 1978 $2,928,000 $3,238,000 
FY 1979 1,634,OOO 3,928,OOO 
FY 1980 3,852,OOO 

Logically, if NHTSA needed $3,238,000 in salaries 
and support for the section 403 program in fiscal year 
1978, a similar amount would be needed in fiscal year 
1979. However, this is not the case with NHTSA budg- 
ets, as shown above. The fiscal year 1979 budget re- 
quest of $1,634,000 was a reduction of $1,604,000 
from the previous year's adjusted requirement of 
$3,238,000. The $1,604,000 reduction is identical to 
a fiscal year 1979 budget request increase for the 
section 402 program. Section 403 funds have been 
used since 1971 to support section 402 "administrative 
costs, as discussed earlier in this chapter. 

As the table above shows, neither the budget 
request for fiscal year 1980 nor the adjusted re- 
quirement (yearend adjustment for factors such as in- 
creased salaries) for fiscal year 1979 reflected the 
$1,604,000 section 403 decrease. Budget officials 
told us that the section 403 adjusted requirement for 
1979 should have been $2,046,000 instead of $3,928,000, 
and the balance of $1,882,000 should have been in the 
section 402 program. They also said that the fiscal 
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year 1980 budget request should have been about 
$2,046,000 instead of $3,852,000 for section 403 
salaries and support costs. 

F'HWA SECTION 403 INFORMATION IS MORE ___.-II.-- 
HEADILY AVAILABLE ----.~ 

In general, FHWA has fewer section 403 funding problems 
than NHTSA. FHWA research funds are used only for contract 
purposes and are therefore easier to manage. FHWA officials 
were able to identify obligations by section 403 research 
category for fiscal years 1972-79 without difficulty. How- 
ever, FHWA's financial management system does not allow for 
easy identification of annual obligations on a contract-by- 
contract basis. FHWA officials said that their system is 
not 100 percent accurate but gives them the information 
necessary, in their opinion, to manage their program. 

We found that information which was readily available 
from FHWA's automated system on a contract-by-contract basis 
was detailed and generally accurate. However, while the 
information did include total obligations to date for each 
contract, it did not include annual obligations for each 
contract. 

CONCLUSIONS --~- 

Until .recently, NHTSA had not tried to determine the 
costs of administering the section 403 program. In response 
to our request for these costs, NHTSA developed some esti- 
mates. Factors contributing to administrative funding con- 
fusion have been (1) administrative expenses being divided 
into at least three areas and (2) NHTSA's financial manage- 
ment system not making information readily accessible so 
that section 403 projects and related contract and admin- 
istrative costs can be pulled together to account in detail 
for all section 403 funds. 

In fiscal year 1979 NHTSA spent at least $3.5 million 
of its $26.3 million section 403 appropriation on other pro- 
grams. This practice has been going on since at least fis- 
cal year 1971. Even larger amounts were used in fiscal 
years 1976-78. These amounts have never been clearly pre- 
sented in budget presentations. Therefore, the Congress has 
not had an accurate presentation of the situation because 
the necessary analysis was not done until we asked. Since 
section 403 funds are used as a source for other programs, 
NHTSA apparently considers these other programs more impor- 
tant than the highway safety research program. We believe 
that if a project can reasonably be considered a "research" 
as opposed to an "action" project, it should be funded 
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under section 403. With regard to activities susceptible 
to beiny described as either section 402 or section 403 
projects, a choice should be made for funding exclusively 
under one or the other section. 

NHTSA does not follow its own procedures in accounting 
for travel. Neither NHTSA nor FHWA can readily identify 
section 403 annual obligations and expenditures except by 
broad categories. In the National Center for Statistics and 
Analysis, NHTSA cannot identify what projects section 403 
funds are being used for. These are examples of NHTSA's 
problems in managing its section 403 program. They indi- 
cate a need for improvement in the program's financial 
management. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

We recommend that the Secretary require the Administra- 
tor, NHTSA, to (1) make specific section 403 and other pro- 
yram obligations and expenditures readily identifiable so 
that detailed and summary information on contract and admin- 
istrative matters is available to aid in effectively admin- 
istrating NHTSA programs; (2) make clearer budget presen- 
tations to provide the Congress with schedules and narration 
depicting specific areas where section 403 funds will be 
spent, including administration; and (3) use section 403 
funds only for that program unless specifically authorized 
by the Congress to do otherwise. 

We also recommend that the Secretary require the Adnin- 
istrator, FHWA, to account annually for section 403 contract 
obligations. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

In commenting on our recommendation to make specific 
section 403 and other program obligations and expenditures 
readily identifiable, the Department said that proyram 
obligations have been readily available since fiscal year 
1972. The ayency said that this information is furnished 
to the Appropriations Subcommittee in the form of tables 
which include budget authority, obliyations, and outlays 
attributable to each enabling authorization. However, we 
found that section 403 obligations were difficult to iden- 
tify in congressional budget presentations. Summary expend- 
itures and obligations for section 403 were spread throuyh- 
out, and it was difficult to determine all component costs 
of the program. No specific section or schedule was devoted 
to section 403 activities. 



The Department further said that it may be desirable 
to provide an addendum to the congressional justifications 
for the Operations and Research appropriation to show how 
the resource components of each budget activity break down 
by enabliny authorization. We believe that such a breakdown 
would give the Congress a clearer picture of whether the 
funds are being properly used. To break down the budget 
activity into its resource components, NHTSA must be able 
to readily identify individual projects. In the National 
Center for Statistics and Analysis, NHTSA cannot identify 
what projects section 403 funds are being used for. The 
Department's proposal does not indicate that this detailed 
information will be readily available. Until this informa- 
tion is available on a regular basis, we believe the finan- 
cial management problems will not be solved, particularly 
for the Center. 

The Department mistakenly assumed that the second rec- 
ommendation to make clear budget presentations to the Con- 
yress was limited to (1) mission support positions, (2) the 
increase requested for 1980 grant administration, and (3) 
changes in section 403 salaries and supporting expenses 
requirements. The three items above are examples used to 
demonstrate inconsistencies, unexplained figures, and other 
problems which make areas in the budget presentation confus- 
ing, misleading, or inaccurate. The recommendation should 
not be viewed as beiny restricted to the three areas above. 
The recommendation is that the Secretary of Transportation 
require the Administrator, NHTSA, to make clearer budyet 
presentations to the Congress. 

During the review, we had considerable difficulty ob- 
taininy financial information from NHTSA. The records did 
not readily disclose the amounts spent on research and 
administrative activities. Since 1971, NHTSA has used sec- 
tion 403 funds to support other programs, and we estimate 
that in fiscal year 1979 at least 13 percent-of section 403 
funds were used for that purpose. Because of NHTSA's finan- 
cial management problems, the Congress cannot determine if 
funds appropriated have been spent for the purposes intended. 

The Department did not ayree that the mission support 
positions were unclear in the 1980 budget presentation. 
However, the budget yives the distinct impression that mis- 
sion support positions are being paid from Office of Traffic 
Safety Programs administrative funds when, accordiny to 
NHTSA budyet officials, 
tration funds. 

they are paid from general adminis- 
The Department did not agree that the re- 

quest for additional 1980 yrant administration funds was not 
clearly explained; however, our report states that parts of 
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the budyet presentation show the additional funds and other 
parts do not. 

In addition, NHTSA said that one of the summary sched- 
ules in its 1980 budget presentation contained an inadvert- 
ent error but that it was minor and did not invalidate the 
budyet request. The error that the Department made is $1 
million out of a total of $5.904 million, and this inaccu- 
racy occurs in more than one schedule. There was also a 
$1.8 million error in the 1979 and 1980 budget presenta- 
tions, but this was not addressed in the Department's com- 
ments. Instead, the Department commented that a significant 
amount of additional analysis has gone into the development 
of the 1981 budget request to establish a correct internal 
distribution of these costs. Our report acknowledges that 
NHTSA officials stated that an updated methodology was used 
in formulation of the 1981 budget request; however, we have 
not analyzed this methodology. 

The Department agreed that highway safety research 
funds should be used only for that program's activities and 
believes that its actions in formulating the 1981 budget 
have taken care of this. However, the Department did not 
acknowledge the last part of the recommendation which recog- 
nizes that only the Congress has authority to approve use 
of those funds for other activities. To be certain that 
highway safety research funds are used only fo,r section 403 
proyrams, NIITSA must be able to identify how section 403 
funds are being used. As stated previously, it has not 
been demonstrated that NHTSA can do so. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PLANNING FOR HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH 

IS IMPROVING BUT STILL HAS 

MANY WEAKNESSES 

NHTSA and FHWA highway safety research is intended to 
help State and local programs. Both agencies develop plans 
to help determine what research can be applied in State and 
local programs. FHWA's planning tool is a detailed priority 
list of specific FHWA projects; the list is derived from 
internal and external sources and reviewed periodically. 
Until recently, NHTSA has had no formal planning tool; past 
plans have been inadequate and general and were derived 
almost exclusively from internal sources without periodic 
internal or external review. 

NHTSA improved its planning process during fibcal year 
1979 by compiling a 5-year highway safety research plan. It 
is a step in the right direction which can lead to research 
programs beneficial to State highway safety programs. How- 
ever, a number of problems need to be solved before NHTSA 
officials can be confident that the plan encompasses essen- 
tial highway safety matters. NHTSA could benefit by re- 
viewing other research planning processes and incorporating 
pertinent features into its own plan. 

PAST NHTSA PLANS WERE INADEQUATE 

NHTSA's highway safety research is conducted by the 
Office of the Associate Administrator for Research and De- 
velopment (Office of Research) and the Office of the Associ- 
ate Administrator for Traffic Safety Programs (Office of 
Traffic Safety Programs). Since the late 196Os, NHTSA and 
its predecessors have developed several multiyear research 
plans. However, these plans were used for budgeting pur- 
poses and neither included input from the highway safety 
community, nor identified research priorities. In addition, 
NHTSA has not adequately defined research responsibilities 
for these Offices. 

Research responsibilities have not been 
well defined 

The Office of Research's highway safety responsibili- 
ties are to administer programs in researching, developing, 
testing, evaluating, and processing information concerning 
the 14 highway safety standards which NHTSA administers. 
The Office of Traffic Safety Programs' responsibility in 
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highway safety is generally to demonstrate research results. 
Although both Offices have done research, few demonstrations 
have been done. The two Offices lack an effective working 
relationship and have had problems in coordinating programs. 
These situations have contributed to the difficulties in 
planning section 403 research. 

According to some NHTSA officials, demonstration proj- 
ects have consisted of extensive field tests to determine 
if a new technique or method will work in a test situation 
rather than to prove to someone that it does work in an 
operational situation. Field tests of this type usually are 
associated with research rather than demonstrations. Office 
of Traffic Safety Programs officials told us that generally 
they have not known what "works" in highway safety and that 
therefore they have had little to demonstrate. They said 
that the Office of Research has provided little which could 
be used in demonstrating what works because much of its re- 
search is not implementable by State or local users in its 
final form. 

Also, uncertainty about the two Offices' responsibil- 
ities has been compounded because NHTSA has required the 
Office of Research to obtain approval from the Office of 
Traffic Safety Programs for all section-403-type projects. 
Office of Traffic Safety Programs officials believe they 
need this control of section 403 research because of their 
overall responsibilities for section 402, which the research 
is to support. On the other hand, NHTSA has not required 
the latter Office to obtain approval from the Office of 
Research for its projects. Office of Research officials 
said they believe both Offices should approve each other's 
projects. The two Offices lack an effective, cooperative 
working relationship. 

When we talked separately with officials of both 
Offices, it was evident that their responsibilities were 
unclear and that they disagreed on various philosophies. 
Each felt that the other Office was encroaching into areas 
where it should not. Examples of this can be seen in the 
following comments. 
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Office of Traffic Safety 
ProCJ&ams _- -- 

Althouyh we are supposed to 
approve all Office af Re- 
search section 403 projects, 
the Office has done work 
which we have not approved. 

WC will probably not do 
any more section 403 
"large" demonstrations. 
Mostly we will do small 
projects or piggyback off 
State or local projects. 
(NHTSA commented that in 
this statement, "large" 
relates to "dollars.") 

We should have authority 
and responsibility for sec- 
tion 403 research, but there 
is a constant fight with 
the Office of Research on 
that Point. 

The Office of Research does 
not summarize its reports, 
and States cannot under- 
stand some of the more 
technical reports, 

Not much from the Office 
of Research can be demon- 
strated because the 
results are not imple- 
mentable in their final 
form. It would help 
considerably if we knew 
what was going on in the 
States. 
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Office of Research - \ 
The Office of Traffic Safety \ 
Proyrams approves all our 
section 403 projects. Any 
work which the Office of 
Traffic Safety Proyrarns has 
not approved was probably 
done by previous associate 
administrators under a NHTSA 
order authorizing them to 
use 10 percent of funds for 
basic research, for which 
they needed no approval. 
This associate administrator 
does not use that 10 percent. 

The Office of Traffic Safety 
Programs should do larye- 
scale projects to test 
countermeasures. (NHTSA com- 
mented that in this statement, 
"large" relates to project 
size and length.) 

The Office of Traffic Safety 
Programs has directed our 
section 403 program by writing 
up a proposed statement of 
work and then negotiating. 

If a user might misinterpret 
a research report, we in- 
sert an addendum to prevent 
this. 

We know from the Office of 
Traffic Safety Programs what 
States are doing with our 
research results. 



The Associate Administrator for Traffic Safety Programs 
said that further confusion of the research and planning 
roles occurs because the two Offices have been organized 
differently, making it difficult for one to support the 
other. While the Office of Traffic Safety Programs has been 
organized by specific highway safety problem areas, such as 
driver and pedestrian education, enforcement, and emergency 
services, the Office of Research has been organized on a 
broader basis of driver/vehicle systems and problem behavior 
research, as shown in the organization chart in appendix I. 
This organizational difference has hampered coordination 
between the Offices-- or at the least has not helped the 
situation-- and therefore has added to the problem of carrying 
research from initial stages to use of results. NHTSA offi- 
cials told us that planniny had also been adversely affected 
until development of the 1979 5-year plan. In commenting on 
these problems, NHTSA officials said that steps have been 
taken to improve coordination at the working level. 

Some uncertainty and lack of coordination exist in deal- 
ing with the States, as shown by the Offices' last set of 
comments on the previous page. The Associate Administrator 
for the Office of Research told us his Office is doing a 
better job of interacting with the States now and is spend- 
ing more time with them trying to understand their problems. 
Nevertheless, Office of Research officials recoynize that 
the Office of Traffic Safety Programs is the primary commu- 
nication channel for the States and is responsible for pro- 
moting research results to them. 

The Office of Traffic Safety Proyrams has not always 
been aware of State section 402 program activities even 
though that program is the basic reason for doing highway 
safety research. As a result, the Office has at times 
planned and/or carried out similar programs. Below are 
examples based on information from NHTSA, State, and con- 
tract officials and files. 

--The Office has a $950,000 section 403 pedestrian 
program in Dade County, Florida, while the city of 
DenVer , Colorado, has a similar section 402 project 
started a year earlier. Officials said that they 
should have "piggybacked" off the Denver project 
instead of creating their own. 

--The Office contracted under section 403 with a pri- 
vate research organization to determine the level of 
marihuana in the body that impairs driving. The ob- 
jective is to yive individuals differing levels of 
l;lariiluana, in their blood and test their driviny 
ability with a driving simulator. A year later, a 
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State started a similar section 402 program using 
a test track instead of a simulator. The section 403 
contract technical manager did not discover the State 
project until a few months after NHTSA approved it 
and continued the section 403 project while coordin- 
ating with State officials. 

Research priorities have not been defined 

A major challenge facing NHTSA's highway safety re- 
search and development program is to effectively set prior- 
ities. Priority setting involves the risk of committing 
resources in one area at the expense of another. We were 
told by contractors and State officials that NHTSA has been 
unwilling to assume this risk. They said NHTSA preferred 
to do work in many areas and to emphasize those projects 
or countermeasures which appeared to have the greatest con- 
gressional and public interest. NHTSA commented that the 
T-year plan is proof that the agency is willing to assume 
risks in setting priorities. 

Various NHTSA individuals and groups of officials 
said that 

--many past research projects were decided by "command 
decisions" of high-level NHTSA officials; 

--past plans were more for budget purposes and were not 
well thought out nor used for determining what work 
would be done; 

--plans were out of date when they were written; and 

--plans were written without considering available 
funding, thus creating inflated "wish" lists. 

Past plans were general, identifying broad areas under 
which many projects could be done. NHTSA usually identified 
5 to 10 broad areas which encompassed most highway safety -. 
research. NHTSA, State, and contract officials said that 
the section 403 program funds were spread too thin and that 
it would be better to work in only a few areas. However, 
no one suggested criteria to decide which areas should be 
eliminated or postponed. NHTSA said it does not agree that 
its funds are spread too thin since the 5-year plan focuses 
on the most promising safety areas. 

We found one attempt by NHTSA to determine priorities 
for highway safety research and development countermeasures-- 
the 1976 "National Highway Safety Needs Report." This re- 
port responded to a congressional directive to provide the 
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basis for evaluating the continuing highway safety program 
under title 23, U.S.C. The Congress was interested in de- 
termining where the Government efforts in this area would 
be most cost beneficial. The report identified and deter- 
mined,the priorities for 37 highway safety countermeasures, 
such as mandatory use of seat belts, enforcement of the 55- 
miles-per-hour (mph) speed limit, and alcohol safety pro- 
grams. Criteria used were cost effectiveness and fatalities/ 
injuries prevented. The report stated its figures were not 
conclusive, but it did provide a methodology to use in deter- 
mining priorities. Also, NHTSA's current 5-year plan in- 
cludes the countermeasures which the "Needs" report ranked 
as being the most beneficial for concentrating future efforts. 

NHTSA officials said that the "Needs" report was “about 
as good as could be expected since it was a conceptual study" 
but it required updating. The report recommended testing 
its methodology for determining research priorities in sev- 
eral States to verify the feasibility of using it at the 
State level and to assess its usefulness as a planning tool. 
NIITSA officials told us that the report had not been updated 
and there were no plans to do so. 

A methodology such as that in the "Needs" report could 
help NHTSA's new 5-year section 403 plan by focusing re- 
sources on the most beneficial areas and building research 
on a step-by-step basis. A number of contractors and State 
officials told us that they felt NHTSA had used a "shotgun" 
approach because many programs had been implemented without 
relation to past research, or without regard to the programs' 
practicality. NHTSA officials and/or contractors provided 
examples of these types of programs. 

--In an attempt to reduce alcohol-related accidents, 
NHTSA awarded an $81,412 contract in 1975 to make 
people aware of their intoxication levels at parties, 
bars, etc. Individuals were encouraged to take 
breath tests and then were told their blood alcohol 
concentrations, the driving impairment that would re- 
sult, and the legal consequences of driving under the 
influence. NHTSA's contractor monitored the indi- 
viduals' actions and attitudes to determine whether 
informing them of their condition would stop them 
from driving while intoxicated. The contractor 
found it did not. 

NHTSA, however, believed that a modification of tech- 
niques used in the first study could lead to more 
desirable results. In September 1979 the agency 
awarded $222,226 for another alcohol self-test. In 
January 1980 we asked agency officials how this test 
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would differ from the earlier contract. NHTSA offi- 
cials said they did not know how the second contract 
would differ because they had not yet approved the 
detailed work plan. NHTSA apparently disregarded 
the previous research and awarded a similar contract 
before deciding how the second contract would differ 
from the first. 

--A 55-mph enforcement program was designed to determine 
the effects of highway patrolmen on traffic speed in 
1978. Similar programs had been done in the early 
197Os, but the 1978 contractor did not know the de- 
tails of these programs. One contractor said that 
the 1978 study duplicated the previous ones. NHTSA 
commented that this study does not duplicate the pre- 
vious studies. 

PROPOSED NHTSA 5-YEAR HIGHWAY SAFETY 
HESEARCH PLAN IS A STEP IN THE RIGHT 
i%RECTION BUT REVISIONS ARE NEEDED -I-- 

NHTSA's Offices of Research and Traffic Safety Programs 
have developed a 5-year highway safety research plan for 
fiscal years 1980-84. To give the highway safety community 
an opportunity to comment on the plan, NHTSA published a 
draft and sponsored a conference to discuss it. Although 
the plan is a step in the right direction, more needs to be 
done to make it a useful working document, such as analyzing 
available information, reconsidering priorities, including 
all section 403 activities, and including outside sources in 
all stages of the planning process. 

NHTSA designs 5-year plan 

The plan is the first such plan on which NHTSA has 
asked for formal comment from the highway safety community. 
It was designed as an internal document to guide NHTSA offi- 
cials and program managers in preparing strategies and esti- 
mating resource requirements. 

In March 1979 NHTSA published a draft of the plan to 
give the highway research community an opportunity to react 
and comment during the early stayes of the planning process. 
NHTSA contracted with the Transportation Research Board, a 
quasi-governmental agency, to hold a conference in April 
1979 to discuss the plan with concerned private, public, and 
other governmental officials and researchers. The plan was 
also published so that States and local communities could 
have insiyht into NHTSA plans with opportunity to comment on 
and anticipate NHTSA's programs in their own planning. 
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NHTSA designed the plan around the 14 highway safety 
standards it is responsible for. Officials used six steps 
in developing the particular programs which make up the 
plan. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Identify and analyze problem areas. 

Identify, develop, and pilot test countermeasures 
aimed at problem areas. 

Test and document countermeasures under realistic 
conditions. 

Evaluate existing safety programs. 

Transfer new developments and findinys to States 
and communities. 

Develop program management and technical assist- 
ance for upgrading State and local highway safety 
programs. 

Proyram priorities were selected using the followiny 
criteria. 

--Possible accident reduction. 

--Proposed program countermeasures. 

--Effectiveness of potential for increasing efficiency 
of current State safety programs. 

--cost, probability, and time of countermeasure imple- 
mentation. 

Based on the above steps and criteria, NHTSA ranked the 
following proyram areas in two cateyories--pr"iority of needs 
and funding available. In the first category, the program 
areas were ranked according to the highest payoff in reducing 
accidents. The ranking of funding priorities was based on 
the number of worthwhile proposed and current projects, and 
funds needed to implement these based on NHTSA's past expe- 
rience. The funding rankiny showed where most section 403 
money would be spent. Some members of the highway safety 
community questioned the priority arid/or fundiny rankings of 
various program areas. We did not try to determine the 
technical adequacy of NHTSA's 5-year plan because of the 
many and complex program areas and the diversity of opinions 
in the research community on each area and on the highway 
safety research area in general. 
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Priority 
rankinq 

1 

Funding 
Program areas ranking 

55-mph noncompliance and other unsafe 2 
driving acts 

Occupant restraints 4 

Alcohol and drugs 3 

Pedestrian/bicyclist/pupil transportation 7 

Driver licensing 6 

Motorcycle/moped 5 

Youth 8 

Emergency medical services 9 

Systems support 1 
(includes State traffic records, State 
program management, vehicle registration 
and titling, traffic law adjudication, 
police traffic services, and the National 
Driver Register) 

We believe that developing a 5-year plan is a step in 
the right direction and that when the plan is finalized, 
NHTSA should use it to determine what work will be done. If 
external comments are received and adequately considered, 
NHTSA should be able to improve the plan and design research 
programs which will benefit State highway safety programs. 

The plan will not be adequate until further 
steps are taken 

NHTSA did not analyze all information available before 
develaping the plan, did not set priorities which were ac-- 
ceptable to the highway safety community, and had little 
input from users and researchers before preparing the plan. 
Also, the plan does not include the National Center for Sta- 
tistics and Analysis and the National Driver Register Program. 

Available information needs to be 
analyzed 

Section 403 was to be used partially to pull together 
research information into a coherent source of accessible 
information. NHTSA has given the Office of Research the 
task of advancing the state of the art in research areas, 
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and much research has been pulled together by that Office 
and the Office of Traffic Safety Programs. The Offices need 
to pull this information together before planning/approving 
a project or going on to new areas. NHTSA officials told us 
that a state of the art, telling what research has been done, 
what has succeeded, and what has failed, has been developed 
for only a few highway safety research areas. Three areas 
mentioned for which a state of the art existed were alcohol, 
driver licensing, and pedestrian safety. However, as shown 
below, doubt exists even in these areas. 

NHTSA's November 1979 Alcohol Safety Action Program 
summary states that because of this program, what needs to 
be done and how to do it is now known. Yet, a 1978 study 
which NHTSA released to the public at the same time says 
that the state of knowledge about alcohol problems is 
totally inadequate to design and operate drinking-driving 
programs. 

NHTSA driver licensing officials said that in many 
areas of licensing they need to know what is going on in the 
States to get a true state of the art. They said that having 
background research done before the section 403 plan was put 
together would have been helpful. 

NHTSA officials working with pedestrian safety said 
that they also need more information. No one has compiled 
all past studies to show what has been tried and what has 
failed. 

Both Associate Administrators for the Offices of Re- 
search and Traffic Safety Programs said that NHTSA needs to 
develop a state of the art for each highway safety area. 
Office of Research officials want to begin developing a 
loose-leaf notebook for each area to address countermeasures 
which work and do not work, but they said they had not begun 
the notebook. On the other hand, the Associate Administrator 
of Traffic Safety Programs said he not only 'thought the note- 
book to be a good idea but had already started one in the 
area of adjudication. Even though both agree that developing 
a state of the art in each area is important, there appears 
to be no coordinated effort to do so. 

We realize that developing a state of the art for any 
highway safety area can be an enormous task because of the 
many studies which have been made, but such an effort is 
necessary to have an effective research program and plan. 
Researchers told us that they believe many questions can be 
answered by compiling existing data rather than by doing 
more research. According to researchers, NHTSA must be 
willing to make changes such as the following. 
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--Identify studies and parts of studies that have 
usable data and/or conclusions, which is not NHTSA's 
normal practice even if the study was developed under 
an NHTSA contract. 

--Begin to summarize research results for use by State 
and local operational people who do not have time to 
or will not read reports or sort through volumes of 
abstracts. 

Compiling such knowledge for each highway safety area 
would enable NHTSA to more efficiently plan its work and set 
priorities. NHTSA officials told us this measure would 
enable them to develop work statements and contracts without 
having to do a complete background study for each. 

NRTSA needs to compile a state of the art for each 
highway safety area including both successful and unsuccess- 
ful countermeasures for use in planning future hiyhway 
safety research. 

Priorities need to be reconsidered 

The conference on NHTSA's 5-year section 403 plan, con- 
ducted by the National Research Council's Transportation 
Research Board, was held in April 1979 with more than 200 
participants from the highway research community. The re- 
sulting conference report stated that the participants' gen- 
eral view was that the plan is a start but cannot be used as 
a working document for several reasons. They said that 
NHTSA did not present sufficient rationale for the criteria 
used in setting priorities within and among projects. The 
plan, they said, does not adequately present problem identi- 
fication information, and effectiveness measures are not 
detailed enough to assess the potential of many proposed 
projects. 

Concerning NHTSA's approach to the section 403 planning 
process, conference participants said that: 

--A formal process that will obtain input from the high- 
way safety community should aid NHTSA in planning. 

--Particular emphasis should be placed on yettiny 
users' comments concerning the priorities for short- 
term projects that focus on current issues. 

--Long-term research is also important, and goal- 
setting should encompass both long- and short-term 
research. 
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--The Governors' representatives should be involved in 
setting priorities, and priorities should be made 
public before implementation. 

Participants said that the conference provided an 
opportunity for all the highway safety community to get 
together to discuss priorities and the criteria for setting 
them. Conference workshops suggested adding the following 
criteria to determine priorities for NHTSA's 5-year plan. 

1. Is the project relevant to other state-of-the-art 
activities? 

2. Does the project's probability of success cur- 
rently justify the time and money already in- 
vested in it? 

3. What will be the impact of social and economic 
change on any countermeasure the project miyht 
produce? 

4. Will the project's end result be maximum safety 
with minimum impact on mobility? 

NHTSA commented that it agreed with all of these cri- 
teria and they have been considered in settiny priorities. 

Conference workshops reviewed NHTSA's planned activi- 
ties in 14 program areas and commented on proyram priori- 
ties, the basis for the programs, transfer of program re- 
sults, and the responsiveness of NHTSA's plan to the needs 
of the highway safety community. Workshops suggested 
shifting priorities in program areas such as those below. 

--NHTSA listed 26 projects in the area of alcohol and 
drugs. The participants' six hiyhest priority proj- 
ects in this area included five of NHTSA's six lowest 
priority projects. 

--NHTSA listed 4 priority programs for State program 
manayement; participants listed 10. The three top 
ZJHTSA priorities were combined into one by partici- 
pants and ranked as priority number five. NHTSA's 
number four priority was ranked as the participants' 
number two priority. 

--Other participant workshops listed the same or simi- 
lar priority programs but altered the order of 
priorities and/or added programs to NHTSA's list. 
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Participants said that NHTSA should carefully 
concentrate its limited section 403 resources on high- 
priority areas. They proposed reducing low-priority program 
funding to provide more resources to high-priority programs 
but offered no suggestions for eliminatiny or reducing over- 
all areas, only projects within areas. Setting priorities 
using criteria similar to those in the "Needs" study might 
prove useful in making these types of decisions. (See 
pp. 29 and 30.) 

Outside sources need to be included in 
the planning process 

Generally, NHTSA section 403 plans have been developed 
internally. The new 5-year plan was developed in the same 
manner. Although users and researchers have been given the 
opportunity to comment on it, our conversations with members 
of the highway safety community indicate that the general 
opinion is that NHTSA will not make substantial changes. 

NHTSA's acceptance in the past of input into the sec- 
tion 403 program has been limited. For example, States were 
asked several years ago for their opinions on highway safety 
research needs. NHTSA subsequently said that the State re- 
sponses were too varied to use. 

Other comments from the highway safety community con- 
cerning the section 403 program in general and the new plan 
in particular follow. 

--States, which supposedly use section 403 research 
results, say they do not know what NHTSA is doing 
with the section 403 program and consider it a Fed- 
eral proyram with no input from them. 

--NHTSA has not accepted or, in many cases, acknowledyed 
unsolicited proposals for section 403 research from 
users or researchers. In fact, NHTSA has discourayed 
States and others or told them not to submit such pro- 
posals. We believe this practice has contributed to 
reducing State interest in research programs and re- 
sults which States miyht otherwise use, because they 
know best what their own highway safety needs are. 

--Some users had not seen the new plan until they 
arrived at the conference to discuss it. 

--The present section 402 planniny process provides for 
asking Governors' highway safety representatives to 
identify research needs. The representatives have 
not done so because they feel their comments have not 
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been given enough attention and because NHTSA has 
ignored this provision. 

--NHTSA will not change its plan based on users' and 
researchers' comments, so why bother to comment. 

It appears that many researchers and users did not sub- 
mit written comments to NHTSA on the plan because of com- 
ments, situations, and opinions such as those above. An 
NHTSA official told us they received only about 26 responses 
to the docket published in the Federal Register. NHTSA 
officials told us that one reason may have been that most 
users and researchers felt that they made their comments at 
the conference. Although that may be true in some cases, 
the general lack of response and the feelings expressed by 
those attending the conference indicates that the highway 
safety community does not believe NHTSA will use their sug- 
gestions. 

This belief is substantiated to a degree because offi- 
cials from the Offices of Research and Traffic Safety Pro- 
grams told us that they did not foresee any substantial 
changes in the 5-year plan as a result of docket comments. 
They said that (1) the cornmentors did not understand NHTSA's 
reasoning; however, NHTSA did not provide that reasoning, 
(2) many comments were unrealistic, (3) the contractors were 
biased, and (4) the comments are directed toward broad, 
basic results. 

On December 31, 1979, NHTSA received the Transportation 
Research Board's conference report containing comments, con- 
clusions, and recommendations. An NHTSA planning official 
was uncertain what changes would be made in the plan as a 
result of the report and said that NHTSA would not respond 
to it before May 1980. 

The report stated that a major concern of conference 
participants was how to involve State and local highway 
safety groups and researchers in planning the NHTSA section 
403 program to (1) avoid duplication of effort among the 
States and all levels of Government and between section 402 
and 403 programs and (2) ensure that Federal programs are 
relevant and can be applied to State and local needs. 

The report stated that NHTSA plans to involve States 
more closely in research planning by (1) gearing their tech- 
nology development program to correspond better to the high- 
way safety plans that States develop in response to section 
402 requirements, (2) holding conferences and seminars that 
involve the highway safety community in the planning process, 
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and (3) making research plans public before implementing 
them. It stated that users also want to have a continuing 
dialog with NHTSA as the plan is implemented. 

These are positive steps to improving NHTSA's planning 
process. NHTSA needs to make every effort to include States 
in the planning process, including exploring avenues such as 
user 
plan 

advisory or-review boards for formal user input and 
evaluation. 

Necessary items omitted from plan 

NHTSA needs to include other section 403 activities in 
the plan. Two important activities--the National Center for 
Statistics and Analysis, which is the data collection center 
for the Office of Research, and the National Driver Register, 
a program for uniform national driver registration--were 
omitted from the 5-year plan. Funds for these two programs 
totaled over $3 million (about 12 percent) of the fiscal 
year 1979 section 403 appropriation and about $4 million 
(about 15 percent) of the fiscal year 1980 appropriation. 
An NHTSA planning official stated that these will eventually 
be included in the section 403 plan; however, no time sched- 
ule has been set. 

The 5-year plan stated that it was necessary to develop 
separate plans for the Center because 

'I* * * it would be too difficult to change the 
NCSA data requirements and develop a fully re- 
sponsive NCSA plan while the 403 program itself 
was in a state of flux and subject to major 
change." 

The plan also stated that the National Driver Register was 
not formally considered by NHTSA in preparing the proposed 
S-year plan. It was decided to wait for a NHTSA report on 
the development of a fully automated, "quick response" 
system to submit to the Congress in October 1979. L/ 

OTHER PLANNING PROCESSES 

Two highway safety organizations--FHWA and the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP)--have developed 
planning processes that NHTSA should review. These have many 
aspects that could benefit NHTSA's planning process. Both 

i/The report had not been submitted to the Congress as of 
June 13, 1980. 
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analyze available information, set priorities, and involve 
users and researchers in the planning process. 

FHWA has used its program plan to coordinate research 
projects at the Federal level and has disseminated informa- 
tion to State and local users since 1973. Project managers 
for the Associate Administrator for Research and Development 
make sure that FHWA studies are nonduplicative and are inte- 
grated with other FHWA programs. 

The agency also establishes priorities in its program 
plan. The plan used in 1979 had 19 highway safety projects, 
such as traffic engineering improvements for safety, pedes- 
trian safety, and skid accident reduction. The projects 
list the contracts in which research results are designed to 
build on, and ultimately lead to, demonstrations or manuals 
for users. When all contracts for one project are completed, 
the project is dropped .from the plan. New projects are 
added as highway safety priorities change. 

To get outside views on how the priorities are chang- 
ing, FHWA has developed a dialog with researchers and poten- 
tial users in two ways. First, the agency holds annual 
reviews of selected projects from the program plan. Re- 
searchers, potential users, and regional FHWA representa- 
tives are invited to attend the reviews to learn about on- 
going contracts and discuss the projects. Second, FHWA 
solicits views from panels of researchers at the Transporta- 
tion Research Board every year on projects not necessarily 
covered at the annual reviews. After receiving the Trans- 
portation Research Board comments, FHWA prepares a response 
which tries to explain any disagreements it has with the 
researchers on these projects. 

Some members of the highway safety community prefer the 
procedures of the National Cooperative Highway Research Pro- 
gram. Three agencies are the principal participants in this 
program --the American Association of State *Highway and Trans- 
portation Officials; the Department of Transportation, FHWA; 
and the National Academy of Sciences. The plan is developed 
annually based on the following process: 

1. Research proposals are made by the participants. 

2. The staff searches the literature for similar 
efforts. 

3. The proposals likely to be successful are screened 
to prevent duplication. 
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4. A panel, including potential users who are 
knowledgeable in the area, is assigned to each 
project to provide technical guidance and counsel 
throughout the research and reporting phase. 

This last point is one of the major differences between 
NHTSA and the other two program-planning efforts. As panel 
members, users become part of the formal research design and 
review process. 

We believe NHTSA, in any effort to redesign its plan- 
ning process, should look at the FHWA and National Coopera- 
tive Hiyhway Research Program planning methods. These can 
provide valuable guidance to NHTSA's formulation of highway 
safety research. NIiTSA commented that it has identified the 
"relevant features" of the FHCJA planning methods but did not 
specify these nor state whether they were being used or just 
"identified." 

CONCLUSIONS 

NIITSA has done an inadequate job of planning hiyhway 
safety research in the past because (1) its planning process 
has been informal, (2) plans have been general, (3) outside 
advice has not been solicited, and (4) research responsibil- 
ities of the Office of Research and the Office of Traffic 
Safety Proyrams have not been well defined. Also, problems 
between the two Offices have not helped the situation. Al- 
though a more formal planning process has been established, 
friction still exists between the two Offices and needs to 
be resolved to enhance the chances of the process succeeding. 

The research plan that has been developed is not ade- 
quate because NHTSA has not 

--analyzed all available information, 

--set priorities which were acceptable to the highway 
safety community, 

--included the outside highway safety community in the 
planning process, and 

--included all section 403 activities in the plan. 

Although the plan is a step in the right direction and could 
help develop programs with results States could use, this 
goal cannot be accomplished until NHTSA closes its credi- 
bility gap with States and the highway safety community. 
This gap exists because of (1) the highway safety community's 
general belief that NHTSA's plan will not change, (2) the 
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community's exclusion from the section 403 program, and (3) 
NHTSA's past history of not accepting outside input. Both 
the FHWA and NCHRP plans have many aspects that could bene- 
fit NHTSA's planning process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARK 
6i! TRANSPORTATION ---- 

We recommend that the Secretary of Transportation 
require the Administrator, NHTSA, to: 

--Explicitly define the research, development, and 
demonstration responsibilities of the Office of Re- 
search and the Office of Traffic Safety Programs for 
the section 403 program and direct the Offices to 
operate within them. In doing so, the Administrator 
should determine who will have overall responsibility 
for the section 403 program and delegate authority 
to carry it out. 

--Consistently use internal and external input in its 
formal planning process to (1) help analyze all avail- 
able information and develop a state of the art in 
each area, (2) determine priorities which will be 
most beneficial to users, and (3) include all section 
403 activities. 

--Review the FHWA and NCHRP plans and draw from them 
beneficial procedures for analyzing available infor- 
mation, setting research priorities, and obtaining 
outside views on those priorities. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

The Department of Transportation commented that the two 
Offices' roles and organizational and functional responsibil- 
ities are well defined. It stated that each NHTSA Adminis- 
trator, past and present, has focused on the’offices’ roles 
and responsibilities and has concluded that there must be 
two separate and distinct offices sharing responsibilities 
for section 403 program management. The Department said 
that during the last 2 years, significant effort has been 
devoted to addressing and better defining these roles and 
that for each project in the S-year section 403 plan, there 
is a clear assignment of organizational responsibility. 
According to the Department, where doubt exists as to which 
Office should handle a project, the Administrator resolves 
the disagreement. The Department said that we do not give 
NHTSA credit for instituting a planning process which facil- 
itates better internal coordination as well as external 
participation. 
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Our report recommends that the Administrator determine 
who will have overall responsibility for the highway safety 
research program and delegate authority to carry out the 
program. This is necessary because of the program's com- 
plexity and importance and the problems which we discuss 
in this report. The recommendation does not preclude having 
two separate and distinct offices sharing section 403 respon- 
sibilities but recommends that someone have the overall re- 
sponsibility for coordinating actions within and between the 
two Offices. Currently they lack an effective, cooperative 
working relationship. 

We recognize that a formal planning process is being 
established and that it will address some of the problems 
we identified. However, NHTSA needs to resolve continuing 
issues, especially the credibility gap and the friction 
between the two Offices. 

The Department and NHTSA apparently do not recognize 
the problems that exist within NHTSA. Based on our assess- 
ment of the situation, NHTSA does have internal problems 
which affect the highway safety research program. Until 
NHTSA delegates the overall authority for the program to 
an individual or office, these problems will continue. 

The Department and NHTSA also have not acknowledged the 
problems that exist between NHTSA and the highway safety 
community . However, based on our conversations with and 
documents from the community, a credibility gap does exist. 
NHTSA needs to adopt a more cooperative attitude and take 
more positive actions toward the ideas and needs of the 
highway safety community. 

Also, the Department stated that NHTSA has examined the 
process by which FHWA conducts bts research program, has 
identified the features relevant to NHTSA operations, and 
has developed a more productive and appropriate system for 
its section 403 program. The Department did not identify 
the portions of the FHWA planning process which NHTSA con- 
sidered relevant nor state that NHTSA is going to use them. 

In its detailed comments, NHTSA agreed with the prin- 
ciple of involvement represented by the NCHRP plan but did 
not envision using any aspects of it. NHTSA's refusal to 
use parts of the NCHRP's plan may further illustrate some 
of NHTSA's problems in accepting outside advice. 
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CHAPTER 4 ---- 

USE OF HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH 

RESULTS IS UNDETERMINED 

The impact of the highway safety research proyran has not 
been determined, and many researchers and NHTSA officials 
said that much section 403 research does not provide State 
and local highway safety proyrams with leadership and inno- 
vation. Section 403 hiyhway safety research was intended 
to develop new methods and techniques benefiting State and 
local safety programs. Section 403 was to work as a catalyst 
to upgrade the use of section 402 State and local grants. 

Many section 403 research, development, and demonstra- 
tion results are not or cannot be used because: 

--State and local governments and the research commu- 
nity lack confidence in NHTSA. 

--Much research has results which are not usable. 

--NHTSA does not disseminate or promote all results. 

Also, neither NHTSA nor FHWA has developed a formal process 
to determine the extent to which results are used. Thus, 
they do not know what research results are successfully used 
or how to build on them. 

THE EXTENT TO WHICH SECTION 403 RESULTS 
ARE USED IN STATE AND LOCAL PROJECTS 
IS UNKNOCJN ~-_--~- 

NHTSA does not know the extent to which its highway 
safety research results are used. It can point out specific 
instances of use, but neither NHTSA nor users in general are 
able to identify what highway safety proyr&s across the 
Nation are a result of or incorporate aspects of section 403 
research results. 

Determininy the extent to which section 403 research 
results are used is difficult. Since highway research can 
serve many and varied users, it is not always easy to iden- 
tify them. Also, potential users cannot identify section 
403 products because there is no formal mechanism for iden- 
tifying them. These factors complicate identification of 
users or research used. Potential users include 
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--Governors' highway safety representatives; 

--law enforcement officials, including police and 
judges; 

--motor vehicle department administrators; 

--emergency medical personnel, including ambulance 
drivers, paramedics, and physicians; 

--city administrators and State legislators; 

--traffic engineers; and 

--alcohol-treatment counselors. 

Users often need to know only what can be applied in a 
given situation and are not usually concerned with the fund- 
ing source. Therefore, it makes little difference to them 
whether they are operating under a section 403 contract, 
section 402 grant, State-funded contract, or motor vehicle 
contract. Consequently, users do not always know where an 
innovation originates and cannot necessarily provide infor- 
mation related to the use of any particular program results. 

Several knowledgeable State officials told us that they 
knew of few results that could be identified as section 403 
contracts that had been applied in their States. Ten State 
and local highway safety representatives from seven States 
commented on section 403 uses. Representatives from four 
of these States could not identify specific section 403 con- 
tract results used in their States, except for data collec- 
tion. These representatives included one who managed a 
section 403 contract in his State, two State researchers, 
and a Governor's highway safety representative. 

Other Governors' representatives said they use few or 
none of the results of particular section 403 programs. 
Far instance one Governor's representative said none of the 
NHTSA training programs funded under section 403 are needed 
in his State. The Governor's Highway Safety Representative's 
Office in one State identified only three cases where section 
403 contract results had been applied, and all three were 
based on or related to NHTSA contracts in that State. 

We selected 101 section 403 contracts and asked NHTSA's 
Offices of Research and Traffic Safety Programs to describe 
how contract results had been used. Information provided by 
NHTSA on use of research results was inconclusive. 
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USERS AND RESEARCHERS LACK CONFIDENCE 
INHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH ------------ 

Some potential users told us that they do not use 
section 403 research because they lack confidence in NHTSA's 
research program. Part of the problem is that NHTSA's past 
research plans generally were developed without involving 
potential users and researchers , making the potential users 
unwilling to implement results when they did not consider 
the research worthwhile. 

The 1979 Transportation Research Board conference re- 
port stated that NHTSA appears to support projects that do 
not address topics which user communities perceive as most 
important. According to the report, NHTSA's failure to in- 
volve users in developing and designing research efforts 
often results in projects that could not be implemented 
effectively at local levels. The report pointed out that 
Ir* * * even if the research is well done, the results are 
useless." 

Researchers, potential users, and NHTSA officials pro- 
vided the following as examples of unrealistic studies: 

--According to one Governor's representative's office, 
an NHTSA contract for over $500,000 to demonstrate a 
motorcycle-testing program was unrealistic because 
NHTSA told the contractor to use a l-acre test track. 
The contractor, a State agency, said 1 acre of land 
was too expensive but went ahead with the contract. 
NHTSA later awarded a contract for about $82,000 to 
design a smaller track. NHTSA's contract technical 
manager said one of the purposes of the first project 
was to learn from it. 

--When NHTSA solicited States to demonstrate 55-mph 
enforcement, only two responded. One State withdrew 
its bid. NHTSA's original proposal included both 
urban and rural speed enforcement as well as a public 
information and education campaign. An NHTSA official 
and a State official said no jurisdiction could af- 
ford the high level of enforcement required in part 
of the design with the funding available. NHTSA 
called for a large number of enforcement officials, 
which in some States was the equivalent of an entire 
State police shift. Subsequently, NHTSA deleted the 
public information and education campaign and reduced 
the number of officers needed by awarding two con- 
tracts-- one for urban speed enforcement and one for 
rural speed enforcement. 
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--In the early 197Os, NHTSA embarked on a program to 
prevent drunks from driving; it has not led to imple- 
mentable results so far. The program had three 
phases. During phase one, NHTSA spent approximately 
$500,000 for laboratory tests to determine whether 
sobriety-test equipment worked. In 1973 the agency 
began phase two by spending about $1 million for 
laboratory tests on equipment that would prevent 
drinking drivers from starting their cars. In 1978, 
during phase three, NHTSA awarded almost $500,000 for 
a contract to determine how a drunk driver-warning 
system can be used with persons who have been con- 
victed of driving while intoxicated. 

In phase three, NHTSA-owned cars will be assigned to 
persons convicted of drunk driving. The driver must 
turn the steering wheel to center a meter on the 
steering column in the time allotted for a sober 
driver. Although a drunk can still drive the car if 
he fails the test, the horn will blare and the lights 
will flash, warning other motorists and police of the 
hazardous driver. Agency officials believe installing 
the entire system in any vehicle will cost less than 
alcohol treatment programs that can amount to $700 
per person. 

Researchers and some NHTSA officials have many doubts 
about such a solution; one researcher called it 
"hokey." While legal and technical questions remain, 
some NHTSA officials in the alcohol area believe the 
latest contract will determine if these warning sys- 
tems are practical. 

In summary, NHTSA has conducted some research which has 
had little chance of being used because it has not always 
been practical. This is demonstrated by the fact that State 
and local governments have difficulty identifying its use. 
State and local officials have not been interested in imple- 
menting NHTSA research results because the potential users 
have not been involved in planning research efforts that 
they consider most important. As we indicated in chapter 3, 
involving researchers and potential users in planning can 
improve the chances of research being accepted and applied. 

POTENTIAL USERS HAVE OTHER REASONS FOR ---- 
- NOT USING SECTION 403 RESULTS ---------- -_I- 

NHTSA research results are not always used because many 
section 403 contracts have led to unimplementable results. 
Often NHTSA research leads to disproving proposed solutions, 
commonly called negative results, according to researchers 
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and individuals at NHTSA and at the State level. Such 
results can be useful in contributing to knowledge and show- 
ing users what does not work, but users also need new and 
innovative methods to improve hiyhway safety. 

Our sample of completed Office of Research contracts 
showed two usable and two unusable research projects and 
demonstrated that research takes a long time to complete. 
Of the 23 completed contracts in our sample, 12 were for 
collecting data. Of the remaining 11, 2 had negative results 
and 2 led to products States could use, The remaining seven 
created additional projects in the Office of Research or the 
Office of Traffic Safety Programs. These seven projects 
started between 1974 and 1978 and have not yet produced re- 
sults implementable by State and local officials. Thus, 
only four projects provided results, including two that pro- 
duced negative results. 

Three examples below show cases where research led to 
negative results, and two show contracts that took longer 
than expected to complete. 

--NHTSA spent about $145,000 to determine whether cer- 
tain drugs would reduce alcohol's impairing effects 
on the nervous system. When the contracts were near 
completion, NHTSA said the drugs were ineffective, 
and in 1979 the agency discontinued plans for further 
research. 

--In 1977 NHTSA began a $103,789 contract to provide 
safety belt education programs for employees in five 
businesses. When it was near completion in 1979, 
NHTSA said that current results showed the program to 
be unsuccessful. 

--A NHTSA contractor completed his research in less 
than 3 years. NHTSA officials said that several more 
years of basic research will be needed to solve re- 
lated technical problems before the research results 
can be used. 

--A 1975 jointly funded NHTSA-FHWA contract was sched- 
uled for completion in 2-l/2 years, but the agencies 
now expect final results in 1980. 

--In one area, no work has been done by two contractors 
in 3 years. In 1977 NHTSA terminated a $942,319 rec- 
ords system contract with one State when only $19,468 
had been spent and the State had failed to move for- 
ward on the work. NHTSA reawarded the contract to 
another State in August 1978 for about $1 million. 
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i)ne year later the second State had spent only about 
$i2,000. The Governor said he would not move ahead 
until the State had evidence the records system would 
be cost effective after the Federal funds were gone. 
NHTSA believes this is an important contract because 
the improved data system would help State planners 
determine where to use section 402 funds. Also, NHTSA 
believes it should not terminate tile second contract 
because reawarding the contract would cause more de- 
lays; however, few results are imminent. 

Some research can be expected to have results that can- 
not bc implemented or that will take a long time to complete. 
However, potential users said these kinds of contracts occur 
too frequently. NHTSA should be especially conscious of 
these limitations because of its position as a research 
leader and should try to minimize these types of projects. 
Initial discussions with users to determine their needs will 
aid in selecting research ideas which are most applicable. 

RESEARCH RESULTS NEED BETTER PRO[IOTION 
AND DISSEMINATION --- ---- 

For research to be useful, the highway safety community 
must be aware of its existence and results. Even if.the re- 
sults are negative, researchers and State or local users may 
learn from them, particularly what does not work, and avoid 
repeatilly the research unnecessarily. NHTSA officials said 
a final report is made on each research project; however, 
they said that they have difficulty finding effective ways 
to disseminate the research results. The ayency recoynized 
dissemination of results and promotion of their use as key 
elements in the 1980 plan. 

The 1979 Transportation Research Board conference report 
stated that some section 403 reports are not available to 
State and local users. Many training, public information, 
and educational materials seem not to be released at all, 
and getting information on past work or work in progress is 
difficult, according to the report. 

A University of Michigan study, "An Assessment of the 
Availability and Accessibility of NHTSA's Research, Develop- 
ment , and Demonstration Project Results," examined dissemin- 
ation of NHTSA research results. The study stated that re- 
ports were unavailable for some research projects, and some 
reports were not easily obtainable. In the 1979 study, re- 
searchers looked for reports on 181 completed NHTSA con- 
tracts. The study identified 820 reports resulting from 
these projects. However, it said only 583 were available. 
No reports were found for contracts representing about $24 
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million of NHTSA funds, even though the majority of the 
contracts were completed more than 2 years before the 
Michigan study. 

The study said that 44 of the available 583 reports 
were not listed in NHTSA’s own reference service, “Highway 
Safety Literature,‘* a printed, computerized list of NHTSA 
library holdings. According to the Michigan study, the 
better known and more easily accessible National Technical 
Information Service contained only 26 percent of all the 
reports. The latter service is the central source of infor- 
mation about all nondefense, federally sponsored research and 
is a distributor of technical reports. 

Several sources indicated that reports were delayed. 
The Transportation Research Board conference report said 
that NHTSA research reports are released months or years 
after the project is completed. According to the Michigan 
study, delays of 6 months to over 1 year in releasing re- 
ports appeared to be common. The study noted one case 
in which NHTSA produced training materials for motor vehicle 
inspectors; NHTSA used the materials for five courses, but 
the materials were not made available to the public even 
though the $50,000 contract had been completed 2-l/2 years 
earlier. In responding to this example, NHTSA stated that: 

“The package has not been used beyond those 
first five courses, primarily because all but 
2 States and the District use private garages 
for inspection, and they are reluctant to 
require private garage owners to send their 
employees to a course which requires 3-5 
days of training -- at their expense.” 

We found one case where a contractor had delivered an alcohol 
countermeasures report to NHTSA in 1978, but the agency had 
not released it to the National Technical Information Service 
until 7 months later. NHTSA said that delays were due to its 
revisions of the report. 

NHTSA regional offices are responsible for providing 
technical assistance on section 403 issues to State and 
local officials within their jurisdictions. However, State 
officials told us they do not ask the regional offices for 
information because regions are not well informed about cur- 
rent research. Of the two regional offices we visited, one 
admitted that it did not know what section 403 research was 
taking place, and the other did not know what research was 
being used. 
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Other organizations involved in highway safety research 
do more to promote their research results. For instance, 
NCHRP makes results known before publishing formal project 
reports. In this way, potential users are encouraged to 
think about the potential usefulness of the results. Also, 
all known uses of NCHRP results are published. The California 
Department of Motor Vehicles conducts research and publishes 
a report summarizing its research findings, conclusions, 
recommendations, or applications. California sends the report 
to potential users in other States. 

NHTSA has not promoted or disseminated all reports, yet 
similar organizations have shown it can be done. NHTSA’ s 
5-year plan recognized that the research program had suf- 
fered because of difficulty in disseminating results, and 
the agency is trying to improve its dissemination method. 
NHTSA can develop better use of contract results if it pub- 
lishes all findings--positive or negative--and if all reports 
are readily accessible through the National Technical Infor- 
mation Service or other information sources. 

EVALUATION IS NEEDED TO DETERMINE pm-- -- 
USE OF RESULTS 

The use of NHTSA and FHWA section 403 research results 
is unknown partially because neither agency formally evalu- 
ates the program or the individual projects. In both cases, 
lack of evaluation diminishes the agencies’ abilities to 
know what is worthwhile and to plan further research. 

NHTSA has made attempts to evaluate its effectiveness 
in accomplishing its overall mission. It uses statistics on 
national traffic accidents and deaths to measure the success 
of its motor vehicle safety program. Also, it compares the 
section 402 traffic safety program to State and local safety 
efforts, using indicators which reflect growth in (1) imple- 
mentation of safety standards, (2) funding levels in various 
activities, and (3) total output for various program areas. 
We pointed out in an April 1979 report entitled “Evaluation 
of Programs in the Department Of Transportation--An Assess- 
ment” (PAD-79-13) that such measures do not distinguish the 
extent to which NHTSA is responsible for the States’ efforts. 
Section 403 research fits into this category because the 
agency has no formal means of determining how research and 
demonstration results are used. The only user feedback 
comes informally to contract technical managers and other 
agency off .ic.ials. NHTSA does not compile or assess cases 
in which the research has been used. 
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FHWA does not have a comprehensive method of evaluating 
individual project results for successful use. An agency 
official said FHWA provides tear sheets at the back of some 
reports and asks readers to comment on how results are used. 
However, FHWA officials said they do not get many responses. 
When we asked for examples of section 403 reports with tear 
sheets, FHWA could not provide any. 

An FHWA off.icial said the agency is satisfied if 30 
States use the results, but the agency does not formally 
assess which States and others in the safety community use 
the research results. 

NCHRP emphasizes the importance of determining who uses 
the results and states that: 

‘I* * * what happens to the products from the re- 
search is strictly up’to the initiative of the 
states. It is at this point that the true suc- 
cess of the project is measured. Projects that 
have accomplished their objectives in providing 
useful products might just as well have been 
failures if the states do not at least give 
consideration to how the results might be used 
to improve their particular operations. It 
simply does not make good sense to invest mil- 
lions in research on critical problems and then 
not give adequate attention to a determination 
of the implementation value of the findings.” 

The problem with not evaluating use of section 403 
research results is that managers and planners get little 
specific information on how to build research programs that 
will be used. A 1977 overall evaluation of the highway 
safety program by the Secretary of Transportation pointed 
out some ill effects of not evaluating results. According 
to this report, the need to take positive action in highway 
safety research has often resulted in creating demonstra- 
tion projects without thorough prior field testing of 
countermeasures. The report said that because of the lack 
of evaluation, “large efforts in applied research were made 
without a clear need toward practical use.” Evaluating 
individual section 403 projects will lead to a determination 
of who uses the results and how. This knowledge will give 
planners a rationale for determining the kinds of research 
projects whose results will have the best chances of success- 
f ul implementat ion. 
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CONCLUSIONS ----- 

According to NHTSA's 5-year plan, the Congress intended 
that Fedtjral highway safety research should develop new 
ideas to help State and local safety programs. However, we 
question how well the agencies are meeting that goal. NHTSA 
and FHWA do not know the extent to which their research re- 
sults are used because there is no formal process to deter- 
mine usaye. 

For the most part, State and local governments we con- 
tacted could identify only a few NHTSA research results 
beiny used. Researchers and other highway safety leaders 
give several reasons for this. First, users have not been 
involved in developing the research plan and they find some 
of NflTSA's ideas unrealistic. Second, much of the research 
leads to unimplementable results or takes a lony time to 
complete. Third, NHTSA has not always promoted or dissemi- 
nated research results regardless of whether they are suc- 
cessful or unsuccessful. All these conditions have led to 
unused research. 

Neither NHTSA nor FH'CJA knows the amount of research 
used, but proyram evaluation could help determine usage. 
Without knowledge of when and how research is used, the 
agencies do not know how successful their research programs 
have been or where they should be going. 

KECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY 
OF TRANSPORTATION -- 

We recommend that, to improve the use of highway safety 
research results, the Secretary of Transportation require 
the Administrators, NHTSA and FHCJA, to develop formal proc- 
esses to assess the use of research results. 

Also, the Secretary of Transportation should require 
the Administrator, NHTSA, to 

--evaluate all research to help users determine which 
research is good, fair, and poor; 

--disseminate all results; and 

--closely monitor contracts so that usable results can 
be developed with fewer delays. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

The Department of Transportation stated in its summary 
comments that: 
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"GAO states that research results would be more 
vaiuable if the results were evaluated and dis- 
semlrla ted, implying that this is not now beiny 
done. NHTSA evaluates all research, and is 
constantly attemptiny to improve dissemination. 
NIITSA now disseminates technical summaries of 
403 research results to a free mailing list of 
researchers in advance of the printiny of the 
Final report. Printed final reports are sent 
free to researchers on existiny, special mail- 
iny lists and to those designated by the Con- 
tract Technical Managers as haviny an interest 
in the subject area of the report. Also, the 
Hiyhway Safety Literature (HSL) prints an index 
of the final reports, and copies can be ordered. 
Currently the HSL is distributed to a 1,800 
person mailing distribution." 

We do not dispute that some research results are beiny 
disseminated, and we have given credit to IJHTSA for recoy- 
niziny that it is not doiny enough. Our review showed that 
NIITSA has no formal means of evaluating research and demon- 
stration results to discover who uses them and how. We do 
rccoynize that NHTSA has made attempts to evaluate its 
effectiveness in accomplishing its overall mission. 

The Department stated in its detailed comments on our 
recommendations that: 

"NH'>SA agrees with the principle of the recom- 
mendations and we have as our objective the de- 
velopment of these formal processes for all areas 
of internal review and research as listed in the 
recommendations. An interim system for the 
dissemination of all research results has been 
developed and is currently being implemented 
throuyhout the proyrarn offices." 

NHTSA said that this sys tern ‘* * * should be a giant step 
forward in the rapid dissemination of research results to 
users with a critical and immediate need, and improvement 
in the dissemination of completed research." 

We agree that these are steps in the right direction 
and, if properly implemented, should improve the use of 
NHTSA research results. However, NHTSA did not comment on 
how it will formally evaluate the section 403 program and 
individual projects. We believe this determination is neces- 
sary to know what is worthwhile in hiyhway safety and to 
plan further research. 
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CIIAPTEK 5 

CONTRACT MANAGEMENT NEEDS IMPROVEMENT --- 

Weaknesses exist in NHTSA's section 403 contract 
management practices. Our review of 94 NHTSA contracts 
showed present practices resulting in unmet time schedules, 
added costs, and a general lack of continuity in many con- 
tracts. Our limited review of 20 FHCJA contracts revealed 
fewer problems. 

NHTSA's extensive contract modifications increase costs 
and extend delivery dates. Yearend contracting also in- 
creases NHTSA's contracting costs by adding overtime and 
adversely affects the companies bidding on the contracts by 
inundating them with too many requests for proposals at one 
t iIile. Other practices affecting contractiny are NHTSA's 
lack of (1) level-of-effort statements in contracts, (2) 
contract technical manayer continuity, and (3) an up-to-date, 
accurate list of contracts for the section 403 program. 
NffTSA and PIICJA proposal evaluation procedures are similar, 
but their procedures differ for determining who will be sent 
requests for proposals. 

NIITSA research contract manayement is carried out by 
the Office of Contracts and Procurement and by the operatiny 
groups. The operating groups initiate and monitor the tech- 
nical portions of the contracts, and the Contracts and Pro- 
curement Office issues the requests for proposals, neyotiates 
and awards the contracts, and monitors the administrative 
portions. FHCJA contract management has its own Contracts 
and Procurement Office and operates in the same manner. 

EXTENSIVE MODIFICATIONS EXTEND DELIVERY 
RATES AND INCREASE CONTRACT COSTS -----~- 

NfITSA research and development contracts are often mod- 
ified, a practice which results in extending completion 
dates and increasing contract costs. 

Of the 94 NfiTSA contracts in our sample, 55 contracts 
were from the Office of Research and 39 contracts were from 
the Office of Traffic Safety Proyrams. Of the 55 Office of 
Research contracts, 40--or about 72 percent--were modified 
one or more times for an average of about 5 modifications 
per contract. Of the 39 Office of Traffic Safety contracts, 
34-m or about 87 percent--were modified one or more times for 
an average of about 4.4 modifications per contract. Modifi- 
cations included completion time extensions, additional work, 
and miscellaneous other changes. 

55 



Completion dates are often extended 

Contracts are often not completed by the originally 
estimated dates. In our Office of Research sample, 33 of 
the 40 modified contracts--or 83 percent--had extended 
completion dates. Of the 34 Office of Traffic Safety Pro- 
grams contracts, 27--or 79 percent --were modified to extend 
the completion dates. These time extensions ranged from 
1 month up to 23 months. For example: 

--The contract for a la-month study of the effects of 
alcohol on the driver's visual information processing 
was modified to extend it five times--6 months, 3 
months, 2-l/2 months, 22 months, and 2-l/2 months-- 
for a total of 36 months. (Total modification cost 
related to time extensions was $22,859, and total 
contract cost was $179,061.) 

--A 26-month contract for experimental field testing of 
proposed anti-dart-out (for example, not crossing the 
street between parked cars) training programs was 
modified to extend it five times--l3 months, 2 months, 
3 months, 5 months, and 5 months--for a total of 28 
months. (Total modification cost related to time 
extensions was $32,291, and total contract cost was 
$373,746.) 

--A 12-month contract for field testing a motorcycle 
safety education course was modified to extend it 
twice --10-l/2 months and 14-l/2 months--for a total 
of 25 months. (Total modification cost related to 
time extensions was $101,891, and total contract cost 
was $214,932.) 

Some reasons for time extensions include adding work, contin- 
uing accident investigations, getting a lower than expected 
sample of accidents, awaiting clearance from other Government 
agencies for public tests and surveys, and needing more time 
to write the final report. 

Because completion dates are extended, NHTSA is not re- 
ceiving its research results on a timely basis. Lack of 
timeliness can affect future research, which may be post- 
poned because of the unavailability of prior results, as 
discussed in chapter 4. These extensions also suggest that 
completion dates are overly optimistic and unrealistic. 

Modifications add work and increase costs 

NHTSA contracts are often modified to add new work or 
to change or continue previously stated work. Many of these 
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additions increase contract costs while some change the 
scope. Althouyh some modifications are justified because of 
the difficulty of research and development, the number of 
modifications i.ndicates poor planning. 

Of the sample contracts, 85 percent of the Office of 
Research contracts and 67 percent of the Office of Traffic 
Safety Programs contracts were modified to add work or to 
change or continue previously stated work. Most of these 
modifications increased the contract cost. Modifications 
from our sample of contracts increased contract cost by 
$1,000 to as much as $756,844. The following are examples 
of modifications. 

--A $43,123 contract to study motorcycle helmet usage 
was modified to extend the observational survey and 
to add an economic impact statement on accident 
victims at a cost of $55,771. (Total contract cost, 
including other modifications, was $104,751.) NHTSA 
officials stated that this modification was in re- 
sponse to a congressional request made after the 
original contract was awarded. 

--A $239,155 contract comparing drug use in driver 
fatalities and similarly exposed drivers was modi- 
fied at a cost of $98,000 to collect data on control 
drivers at 6-week intervals rather than the originally 
stated 5-month intervals. (Total contract cost, in- 
cluding other modifications, was $346,705.) 

--A $52,620 contract to determine public acceptability 
of hiyhway safety countermeasures was modified at a 
cost of $62,349 to double the number of potential 
countermeasures considered. After a questionnaire 
included in the original contract was reviewed by 
the Offices of Research and Traffic Safety Programs, 
the contract was modified at a cost of- $36,253 to 
redesign the questionnaire and to add other work. 
The contract was modified again to further revise 
this questionnaire and other items of work at an added 
cost of $36,695. The contract completion date was 
extended each time from the original date of September 
1977 to January 1979 to September 1979 to January 
1980. (Total contract cost was $187,917.) 

--A $444,426 contract on safety belt usage was modified 
at a cost of $19,943 toward the end of its contract 
period to obtain data on position of passengers. The 
original contract collected only data on driver seat: 
belt usage. The modification was needed to determine 
if out-of-position passengers would be a problem when 
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passive restraints were used. This contract was also 
modified at a cost of $33,555 to add a survey of 
driver/owners to obtain attitudes toward passive 
restraint systems in the VW Rabbit and GM Chevette. 
This modification appears not to be in line with the 
original purpose of the contract--that is, to observe 
and record belt usage. (Total contract cost, includ- 
ing other modifications, was $555,822.) 

--A $97,049 contract for a truck and bus safety inspec- 
tion demonstration project was modified at a cost of 
$32,543 to increase the number of vehicles inspected. 
(Total contract cost was $129,592.) 

--A $17,600 contract was modified to a total value of 
$106,082. The sole-source contract's objective was 
to inform NHTSA Office of Traffic Safety Programs 
staff of all major pending and recently enacted State 
laws on drugs and alcohol as they relate to highway 
safety and to analyze these laws. The original con- 
tract was for 1 year, from May 1975 to May 1976, but 
was extended for $9,627 to continue the work to March 
1977. It was again extended to I4arch 1978 to continue 
the work at a cost of $28,870, more than the cost of 
the original contract. The contract was extended 
again to Ilarch 1979 for $24,990 for the same reason. 
The contracting officer noted that the next require- 
ment should be for competitive bidding in fiscal year 
1979. However, the contract was modified for $24,995 
to extend it to March 1980. NHTSA commented that a 
sole-source justification was approved for this last 
modification. (Total contract cost was $106,082.) 

The Associate Administrator, Office of Traffic Safety 
Programs, told us that modifications were due to time exten- 
sions with or without added costs and to such causes as 
shifting funds, changing directions, salary-increases, and 
demand for more people. He also told us he did not believe 
modifying 50 to 60 percent of the contracts was abnormally 
high. The Associate Administrator, Office of Research, told 
us that most modifications are due to unforeseen findinys. 
He also said that most contracts are cost reimbursable and 
that if a contractor has overruns, the Government has to 
pay-- "NHTSA cannot force a contractor to stick to the cost 
estimate" (that is, the oriyinal negotiated contract cost). 
He said that some overruns are excusable and some are not. 
NHTSA officials do not appear overly concerned with contract 
modifications although these chanye the contracts' scopes 
and increase their costs. 
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CJe believe that NHTSA needs to (1) do better planning 
of individual contracts, (2) keep modifications to a mini- 
m urn , and (3) closely monitor modifications to keep research 
on track and to lower contract costs. Until these steps 
are taken, NHTSA will continue to have larye numbers of 
modifications which increase costs and delay results. 

YEAREND CONTRACTING INCREASES COSTS 
KcD ADVERSELY AFFECTS CONTRACTORS _.__ ---_- 

Over 60 percent of the NHTSA contracts we reviewed were 
awarded at the end of the fiscal year. Thus, contract costs 
were increased and contractors were uncertain whether they 
would be awarded contracts. Delays in contracting increased 
the number of yearend contract awards. 

Sixty-two percent of the contracts we reviewed from 
the Office of Research and almost 60 percent of the contracts 
from the Office of Traffic Safety Programs were awarded in 
the last month of the fiscal year. Because of the large 
rush of yearend contracting, NHTSA's Office of Contracts and 
Procurement incurred $11,000 of overtime for fiscal year 
1979. We were told that the Offices of Research and Traffic 
Safety Programs were tryiny to spread out contracting; how- 
ever, one Associate Administrator said his Office had not 
been successful in 1979. 

One contract technical manager told us that the busi- 
est time for writing requests for proposals is April and May. 
For fiscal year 1978 contracts, seven out of the nine re- 
quests for proposals we looked at had been issued in April, 
May, and June. A contractor's records showed it had received 
19 requests for proposals from NHTSA in July 1979. The most 
it had received in any other month in 1979 was nine. Because 
contractors receive so many requests for proposals at one 
time, they cannot respond to as many as they yould like. 
The Transportation Research Board section 403 conference re- 
port stated that requests for proposals should be scheduled 
so that they are issued evenly throughout the year--at least 
so that several in the same subject area do not come out at 
the same time. 

The NHTSA Office of Contracts and Procurement has estab- 
lished criteria called procurement standard leadtimes for 
the various types of contracts, such as sole-source con- 
tracts over $100,000, contracts under $100,000, and small 
business contracts. The criteria set forth the number of 
days for each procurement action. For example, the time from 
procurement request to mailing the request for proposal is 
28 days for a competitive procurement request over $100,000. 
However, in our sample of 55 Office of Research contracts, 
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only 5 met the leadtime standards-- from time of receipt of 
the procurement request in the Office of Contracts and Pro- 
curement to the contract award. NHTSA should try to adhere 
better to its procurement leadtime standards and start its 
contracting process earlier in the fiscal year. NHTSA com- 
mented that: 

"The leadtimes currently are being revised to 
allow time to meet new requirements for audit 
and socio-economic program goals and to spread 
contracting over the whole year." 

It appears to us that adjusting leadtimes will not solve the 
problems. 

OTHER MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AFFECT 
EFFICIENT CONTRACTING 

NHTSA lacks an up-to-date, accurate list of section 403 
contracts and lacks contract technical manager continuity. 
Also, NHTSA does not include level of effort in its requests 
for proposals, a practice which might benefit both bidders 
and NHTSA. NHTSA and FHWA use different procedures for bid- 
ders lists; however, they use similar procedures for evalu- 
ating proposals. 

Reliable NHTSA contract lists were 
unavailable 

To collect data on NHTSA contracts, we chose a sample 
from lists of contracts provided by the Offices of Research 
and Traffic Safety Programs. Because these lists were not 
up to date and were not accurate, data for some listed con- 
tracts could not be found in the Office of Contracts and 
Procurement files. 

The Office of Research gave us two computer lists of 
section 403 contracts which used fiscal year 1979 funds-- 
one for its driver and pedestrian research and one for the 
National Center for Statistics and Analysis. All contracts 
on the driver and pedestrian research list were identified 
as section 403 contracts. However, because the Center's 
contracts are not coded by funding source, we could not 
identify section 403 contracts. Therefore, the Center had 
to identify them for us. We selected an overall sample of 
34 percent from these lists. Our final Office of Research 
sample became an overall 24 percent because some contracts 
had been closed and the files removed to storage. The lists 
furnished by NHTSA contained both open and closed contracts; 
however, files for closed contracts were unavailable. Some 
contracts were repeated under more than one identification 
code. 
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The Office of Traffic Safety Programs’ contract list is 
not computerized. This list was out of date and contained 
administrative support as well as section 403 research con- 
tracts. Our original sample was about 35 percent of all 
that Office’s section 403 contracts but was reduced to 27 
percent because contracts had been closed, making the files 
not easily available, and because the list contained non- 
section-403 contracts. NHTSA commented that it is taking 
steps to update and improve contract lists. 

NHTSA does not indicate level of effort 
inIts requests forproposals 

Both NHTSA and FHWA requests for proposals include 
statements of work that describe the tasks to be performed, 
the items or equipment to be developed, the method by which 
the Government determines that its requirements have been 
met, and the technical and management data to be delivered 
under the contract. In addition, FHWA requests for pro- 
posals conta.in an estimated level of effort (staff-years) 
to do the work. An FHWA procurement official told us that 
FHWA indicates level of effort on its requests for proposals 
because it limits the quant.ity and improves the quality of 
t.he proposals. Also, it keeps bidders from spinning their 
wheels. The level of effort gives companies more data on 
which to base proposals. NHTSA does not indicate a level of 
effort but relies on the work statement narrative to imply 
it, Some contractors told us that NHTSA gives insufficient 
guidance for writing its proposals by not indicating level 
of effort. 

Contractors we talked with agreed that they need to 
know the level of effort. Some told us that NHTSA is sim- 
plistic in thinking that if a request for proposal does not 
indicate the magnitude of the work, it will get better bids. 
Contractors also said that because NHTSA does not indicate 
a level of effort, they spend an unnecessary amount of time 
on proposal efforts which may be rejected because they dif- 
fer from the level of effort NHTSA intended. Researchers at 
the Transportation Research Board section 403 conference 
recommended that NHTSA include in its requests for proposals 
some indication of the level of personnel or maximum ,dollars 
budgeted for the projects. In addition, the Associate Admin- 
istrators for Research and Development and for Traffic Safety 
Programs told us that they would like to have a level of 
effort indicated in the requests for proposals. 

NHTSA does not indicate level of effort, according to a 
1978 memorandum by the Associate Administrator for Adminis- 
tration, because it saved half a million dollars in 1975 
awards and $3.5 million in 1977 by not publicizing the 
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Government estimates, The Associate Administrator also 
stated in this memorandum that: 

"Fly objection to publicizing our levels of fund- 
ing or effort also relates to the quality of 
our Government estimates, which are, more often 
than not, budgetary figures established over a 
year earlier. They are not adequate engineer- 
ing estimates for procurement purposes, and they 
can grossly underestimate true project costs." 

However, the Associate Administrator's cost savings esti- 
mates above are questionable because (1) he used these same 
engineering estimates in calculating these savings and (2) 
according to NHTSA, the savings did not consider modifica- 
tions which increased the contract cost. NHTSA commented 
that: 

"TO further document our view that the Govern- 
ment should not reveal its estimate of cost 
with the RFP [request for proposal], NHTSA has 
already initiated a study of completed con- 
tracts, to analyze contract results in terms 
of award amounts vs. Governrnent estimates vs. 
completion costs." 

NHTSA further states that it intends to test and objectively 
evaluate the use of level of effort this year. 

Since level of effort may be in terms of staff-years 
like FHWA contracts, and since the value of a staff-year 
can vary, considerable latitude exists for negotiating with 
prospective contractors. 

An indication of level of effort could be a useful 
guide for companies bidding on NHTSA proposals, and both 
operating group Associate Administrators agreed with this. 
NHTSA should reexamine its position on including this infor- 
mation in its requests for proposals, especially in light of 
FHWA's use of level of effort. 

Contract monitoring lacks continuity 

The contract technical manager who initiates a research 
contract is often not the same one who receives the final 
product. This fact leads to loss of continuity and contract 
delays. 

According to an NHTSA order, contract technical man- 
ayers are NHTSA's reference points for all activities per- 
taining to the technical performance of their assigned 
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contracts. They maintain close and regular contact with 
contractors, monitoring all phases of technical activity 
and progress. Contractors told us that generally the tech- 
nical managers monitor the contracts adequately, but some 
contractors told us that they experienced unnecessary diffi- 
culties because of technical manager turnover. These turn- 
overs include staff changes, retirements, and promotions. 
The Transportation Research Board section 403 conference 
report stated that the general turnover in personnel affects 
the continuity and the quality of highway safety programs. 

Continuity is lost with a chanqe of 
contract technical manaqers 

Of the Office of Research contracts we reviewed, 54 
percent had one or more technical manager changes. Contract 
age was not a factor in the number of turnovers. For the 
Office of Traffic Safety Programs, 25 percent of the con- 
tracts had one or more changes. In this Office, contract 
aye was apparently a factor; the oldest contracts had three 
times as many changes as more recent ones. 

Contractors dealt with the turnovers in varied ways. 
Some said that turnovers are not a problem, although there 
is a learning curve for each new contract technical manager. 
One felt turnovers caused minimal problems, and another felt 
that chanyes in the first 2 or 3 months could be a problem. 
However, problems can arise when a contract has more than 
one contract technical manager. For example, one contract 
had four managers. The contractor said the first manager's 
attitude was, "You do it"; the second's was, "I don't care"; 
the third's was, "You're doing it wrong"; and the fourth 
had just started and had not caught up yet. 

Some delays are due to contract 
technical manager turnover2 

When a contract technical manager is changed, a contract 
can be delayed at any stage from start to finish. Because 
of these delays, some contracts are not awarded or completed 
on time. 

The award of a contract for field testing driver manuals 
was apparently delayed when the contract manager who had 
oriyinated the contract left before it was awarded. The 
procurement request was dated May 1978, and the request for 
proposal was dated June 1978 with a closing date of August 
1978. The new manager took over in December 1978 and made 
a site visit in January 1979. This contract, awarded in 
April 1979, took almost a year from procurement request to 
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award; the procurement leadtime goal is 125 days. In 
commenting on this example, NHTSA stated: 

"The delay in award was caused by the fact 
that only one proposal was received, and it 
was judged unacceptable. The time between 
August and December 1978 was spent trying 
to discover alternative bidders. During 
this time frame, the original CTM did leave 
the agency and the procurement action was 
assigned to a caretaker CTM. 

"There was a one month delay when the per- 
manent CTM was assigned in December." 

The completion of another contract was delayed due to 
contract manager changes. In this case the manager changed 
twice. The contractor's letter requesting an extension of 
the completion date noted that manager changes were one 
reason for requesting the extension. The original comple- 
tion date of April 1979 was changed to June 1979. 

The Associate Administrator, Traffic Safety Programs, 
told us he was trying to decrease the number of turnovers. 
This is a step in the right direction. 

NHTSA and FHWA procedures differ for 
sendinq companies requests for proposals 

NHTSA procedures for sending out requests for proposals 
to prospective contractors include formal, coded bidders 
lists. However, contractors may unknowingly be dropped from 
a bidders list or may not know how to be put on one. FHWA 
does not use coded bidders lists but compiles a mailing 
list for each request for proposal. . 

A company must request to be placed on NHTSA's bidders 
lists. The Contracts and Procurement Office has code- 
numbered lists for each research and development area. The 
company states its qualifications and designates lists on 
which it wants to be placed. The requests for proposals are 
coded and sent to companies appearing on the appropriate 
bidders list. 

A company can be dropped from a particular bidders list 
for three unacceptable replies, although the company is not 
informed that it has been dropped. Contracts and Procurement. 
officials said that an unacceptable reply is one that does 
not say why the company is not bidding. 
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Having a bidders list system increases NHTSA's chances 
of receiving proposals from companies which are interested 
in a particular area of research. Companies that do not 
know how to get on the bidders list or are dropped from a 
list are still able to know what NHTSA is proposing. Notice 
of requests for proposals over $10,000 are placed in Commerce 
Business Daily, which is a daily list of U.S. Government pro- 
curement invitations and contract awards published by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Reactions we received from contractors concerning 
bidders lists were so varied that we could not determine 
whether the lists were adequate or acceptable. Contractors 
we talked to with a large number of contracts find the 
method acceptable. One contractor said it was getting its 
infarmation on requests for proposals from Commerce Business 
Daily until it was put on the lists. Then it had no problem 
receiving the ones it was interested in. 

FHWA's procedures for selecting companies to receive 
requests for proposals differ from NHTSA's. FHWA keeps 
files of company capabilities and uses them as a source for 
sending out requests for proposals. The Contracts and Pro- 
curement Office compiles a mailing list for each request for 
proposal. Companies can make their capabilities known to 
FHWA by filling out qualifications forms and returning them 
to the Office. Like NHTSA, FHWA publishes notices of re- 
quests for proposals in Commerce Business Daily. 

FIIWA and NHTSA follow similar proposal 
evaluation procedures 

In accordance with each agency's regulations, both 
NHTSA and FHWA set up committees to evaluate the technical 
proposals separately from the cost proposals. 

When the proposals are received, the technical proposal 
portions are forwarded to the program office and the cost 
proposal portions are kept in the Contracts and Procurement 
Office. The technical proposals are evaluated by a board 
composed of the contract technical manager and other proyram 
office staff knowledgeable in the research area. The pro- 
posals are ranked as technically acceptable, technically 
unacceptable with correction potential, and technically 
unacceptable. The Contracts and Procurement Office matches 
the acceptable technical proposals with the cost proposals 
and neyotiates with contractors. 

In our sample of NHTSA Office of Research contracts, 
about 76 percent were awarded to the bidders with the hiyh- 
est technical scores. Fifty-five percent were awarded to 
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neither the lowest nor the highest bidders because most of 
these bidders (about 56 percent) had unacceptable technical 
proposals. 

Inspector General report finds deficiencies -7 in contract administration 

In June 1979 the Department of Transportation's Office 
of Inspector General reported on the results of its section 
403 program audit. The Inspector General had reviewed NHTSA 
contract functions in the Office of Contracts and Procure- 
ment. The report stated: 

"The computer report of open contracts pre- 
pared by NHTSA [Office of Contracts and Pro- 
curement] was not accurate as to contract 
amount, contract expiration date, or person- 
nel monitoring assignments. The other report, 
prepared by the Office of Installations and 
Logistics (Office of the Secretary of Trans- 
portation) from information provided by NHTSA's 
Office of Contracts and Procurement, was not 
always updated for contract modifications or 
corrected for duplicate entries. Regarding 
contract closing functions, we found that com- 
pleted contracts were frequently not admin- 
istratively identified on a timely basis. 
When identified, the contracts were not actu- 
ally closed for periods ranging between two 
and nine years." 

In commenting on this report in October 1979, the Asso- 
ciate Administrator for Administration said that the NHTSA 
computer report of contract information was designed to be 
an internal reporting system and that it was not current 
because resources had been assigned to higher priority work. 
The reply also stated that the Contracts and Procurement 
Office had established a control point to assure that its 
input into the Office of the Secretary of Transportation 
would be submitted in a timely manner. On contract closeouts, 
the reply stated that through the efforts of a full-time, 
three-member task force, the Office had accomplished 170 
contract closeouts, or one-third of all contracts ready for 
closeout. 

During our review we also found that the Contracts and 
Procurement computer list of contracts was out of date and 
inaccurate. It did not accurately distinguish between 
section-403-funded contracts and other contracts. There- 
fore, we could not use it to establish a universe of con- 
tracts. We did not review contract closeouts. However, a 
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Contracts and Procurement official told us that there is 
presently no task force and that individual contract special- 
ists are working on their own closeouts. 

CONCLUSIONS 

WIlTSA's contract management problems center primarily 
in the Offices of Research and Traffic Safety Programs. 
The problems of extensive modifications and yearend con- 
tracting result in unmet time schedules, added costs, and 
a general lack of continuity in many contracts. 

NHTSA officials are aware of these problems and, in the 
case of yearend contracting, have tried unsuccessfully to 
solve them, whereas in the case of extensive modifications, 
they do not agree that the situation is a problem. We be- 
lieve that NHTSA's contract management problems are due pri- 
marily to the following factors. 

--The Offices of Research and Traffic Safety Programs' 
planning and monitoring of individual contracts do 
not discourage modifications. 

--The Offices continue to delay contractiny until the 
end of the fiscal year, resulting in overtime expenses 
in the Office of Contracts and Procurement and ad- 
versely affecting contractors' responses to requests 
for proposals. 

Other problems in NHTSA contract management include inaccu- 
rate and out-of-date section 403 contract lists and loss of 
continuity due to contract technical manager turnovers. 
Also, including a level of effort in the requests for pro- 
posals would aid contractors in writing their proposals. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY 
OF TRANSPORTATION 

We recommend that the Secretary direct the Administra- 
tOI?, NHTSA, to initiate a system of contract design and 
monitoring that will 

--promote better initial contract planning to reduce 
the necessity for and the number of future modifica- 
tions and 

--allow contract awards to be spread throughout the 
year. 

We also recommend that the Offices of Research and Traffic 
Safety Programs maintain accurate contract lists and make 
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every attempt to reduce contract technical manager turnovers. 
In addition, the NHTSA Contracts and Procurement Office 
should give closer consideration to including a level of 
effort in its requests for proposals. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION ---"...- - 

In its response to our draft report, the Department 
stated: 

"We disagree with GAO's assertion that contract 
management practices have resulted in unmet 
time schedules, added costs, and general lack 
of continuity in many contracts. Our practices 
on contract modification demonstrate sound 
management principles in that modifications are 
made to recognize interim results, and their 
impact on work specification and expected 
products. 

“Sound management dictates the need to modify 
contracts when the need becomes apparent rather 
than to accept less usable results or engage in 
another time and manpower-consuminy competitive 
procurement where the current contractor is 
hiyhly likely to win because of previous work 
in the same area. ” 

We believe our report adequately demonstrates that 
NHTSA has contracts which have not met proposed time sched- 
ules, have had added costs, and have generally lacked con- 
tinuity. We recognize that because of the nature of re- 
search, these practices will occur from time to time; how- 
ever, they seem to be prevalent in NHTSA. With better ini- 
tial contract planning, NHTSA can reduce the occurrence of 
modifications which extend time schedules and add costs. 

Four modifications per contract and a modification rate 
of over 70 percent do not support a system of sound contract 
management regardless of modification purposes. Moreover, 
contracts we reviewed showed that there were many reasons 
for modifications other than those mentioned by the Depart- 
ment, including extendiny completion dates, adding work, 
shifting funds, changing directions, and increasiny sample 
size. Many of these increased contract costs and delayed 
final products. 

The Department's response acknowledged that its con- 
tract lists were out of date and would be revised by the 
end of June so that they will be current. The Department 
stated that: 
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"NHTSA does not change contract technical 
managers in an arbitrary manner but change is 
obviously required based on attrition of 
personnel." 

We do not contend that contract technical managers are 
changed in an arbitrary manner but that these changes lead 
to loss of continuity and contract delays and therefore 
should be kept to a minimum. 

In response to our recommendation that NHTSA give 
closer consideration to including a level of effort in its 
requests for proposals, the Department stated that it opposed 

IQ* * * publicizing level of effort because it 
would result in substantially increased cost 
to NHTSA in executing its contract program. 
* * * The average award has been less than 
the Government estimate. If we publish the 
Government estimate, we are sure that all 
bids will be at or very near that figure." 

We believe NHTSA has not shown that publicizing level 
of effort would substantially increase costs or obtain less 
for the research dollar. We agree that the average award 
has been less than the Government estimate. However, the 
average award amount is not the total contract cost because 
it does not include the numerous contract cost modifications, 
and an NHTSA Associate Administrator said that the estimates 
can grossly underestimate true project costs. NHTSA stated 
in its detailed response that it is pilot testing level of 
effort. If this test is objectively done, it should help 
NHTSA obtain a better evaluation of the effects of includ- 
ing level of effort in its requests for proposals. 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

uwd 
Offiie of the!3ecretory 
of lmspoftatlon 

Assistant Secretary 
for Admhstratm 

400 Seventh Street. SW 
Washmglon. DC 20590 

Mr.HenryEschwege 
Director, Camnmity and Econcmic 

Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washirqton, D.C. 20548 

DearMr.Eschwege: 

We have enclosed two copies of the Department of Transportation's 
(a) reply to the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report, 
"Highway Safety Research And Development-Better Management Can 
Make It More Useful." 

DOT does not concur in the majority of the findings and conclusions 
of the draft report. Wa believe that GAOhas reached faulty 
conclusions based on limited information. We remmend that GAO 
carefully review and consider the facts and the enclosed statement 
prior to writing the final report. 

If we can further assist you, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 

(347492) 
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